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Due to its global spread, the English language is spoken in a variety of ways around the world. However, 
English language teaching still tends to rely heavily on traditional native varieties, such as British and 
American English, as appropriate models for instruction. 
 
This study attempted to discover the attitudes of English teachers', who are working in Finland, towards 
non-standard English usage that is common among contact varieties of English and among English as a 
lingua franca. In the quantitative part of the study, the teachers were expected to evaluate the acceptability 
and usability of 21 non-standard expressions that represent different features. In the qualitative part, in turn, 
they were supposed to justify the evaluations and reveal how they relate to the issue personally. There were 
two hypotheses set for this study: 
 
 
1) The respondents are fairly reluctant to consider the features as acceptable. This is because 
native-speaker models are still dominant in English language teaching.   
2) I expect to receive different answers in terms of acceptability and usability. Teachers 
may consider some forms as unacceptable but nevertheless usable because the 
communicative goal is being fulfilled. 
 
The results supported both hypotheses. Only 6 expressions were considered as acceptable and 
acceptability received each time poorer evaluations compared to usability. In their justifications, the 
teachers often associated grammatical correctness with acceptability and communicative success with 
usability. The open questions of the study revealed that the teachers relate to the issue in various ways. 
Firstly, most of them do not oppose the development or accept it to a certain extent. When asked about 
how the issue affects their own teaching, the reactions vary from open-minded to very conservative 
attitudes. However, most teachers were willing to somehow acknowledge the issue in their teaching or 
pointed out their liberal attitudes towards spoken language. In addition, most teachers were willing to 
bring the non-standard forms into their classroom but in many cases as less legitimate usage compared 
to Standard English. 
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Englanti on laajalle levinnyt globaali kieli, ja sitä puhutaan monin tavoin eri puolilla maailmaa. Siitä 
huolimatta englannin opetuksessa hyväksyttävinä malleina painottuvat yhä suuresti syntyperäiset 
varieteetit, kuten britti- ja amerikanenglanti.  
 
Tämän tutkimuksen tavoitteena oli selvittää Suomessa toimivien englanninopettajien asenteita sellaisia 
englannin kielen standardista poikkeavia ilmauksia kohtaan, joita esiintyy sekä kontaktivarieteeteissa 
että englannissa lingua francana. Kvantitatiivisessa osuudessa opettajien tuli arvioida 21 eri piirteitä 
edustavan ei-standardi -ilmauksen hyväksyttävyyttä ja käytettävyyttä. Kvalitatiivinen osuus puolestaan 
kartoitti heidän perustelujaan arvioinnille sekä henkilökohtaisia käsityksiään aiheesta. Tutkimukselle 
asetettiin kaksi hypoteesia: 
 
 
1) Vastaajat ovat melko vastentahtoisia hyväksymään piirteitä, koska syntyperäiset mallit ovat 
yhä vallitsevia englannin opetuksessa 
2) Oletan että hyväksyttävyyden ja käytettävyyden arvioinnin eroavat toisistaan. Opettajat eivät 
välttämättä pidä joitakin muotoja hyväksyttävinä, mutta tunnustavat niiden käytettävyyden, 
koska tavoite viestin perillemenosta toteutuu. 
 
Tulokset osoittautuivat hypoteesien mukaisiksi. Vain 6 ilmausta arviotiin hyväksyttäväksi ja 
hyväksyttävyys sai poikkeuksetta alhaisemmat arvioinnit kuin käytettävyys. Perusteluissaan opettajat 
mielsivät hyväksyttävyyden liittyvän kieliopillisuuteen ja käytettävyyden viestin perillemenoon. 
Tutkimuksen avoimet kysymykset paljastivat, että opettajat suhtautuvat aiheeseen monin eri tavoin. 
Ensinnäkin, useimmat eivät suhtaudu aiheeseen torjuvasti tai hyväksyvät sen ainakin osittain. Kun 
opettajilta kysyttiin, miten ilmiö vaikuttaa heidän omaan opetukseensa, reaktiot vaihtelevat avoimista 
hyvin konservatiivisiin asenteisiin. Silti suurin osa opettajista oli halukkaita huomioimaan aiheen 
jollakin tavoin opetuksessaan ja toivat esille suvaitsevaista asennettaan puhuttua kieltä kohtaan. 
Lisäksi monet opettajat olivat valmiita tuomaan ei-standardi – muotoja omaan opetuksensa, mutta ei 
yhtä pätevänä esimerkkinä kuin standardi englanti.   
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1. Introduction 
 
As Schneider (2007, 1) states, “the global spread of the English language” is “one of the most 
remarkable, and perhaps unexpected, sociocultural changes of the modern period”.  It is a widely 
acknowledged fact that speakers of English all around the world shape the language and use it in a 
variety of ways. This development raises pedagogical issues in terms of how the global role of the 
English language is acknowledged when English is taught. There is no denying the fact that English 
teaching still tends to favor traditional native models, such as British English and American 
English, as appropriate models of acceptable and desirable use of English today. European schools 
are a case in point as Gnutzmann & Intemann (2008: 17) argue.  Since English has become an 
important international tool for communication, traditional native usages of English as primary 
models in English Language Teaching need reassessment. It is therefore a relevant question to learn 
what Finnish English teachers think about the acceptable use of the English today and, on the other 
hand, what kind of English they consider as usable.  
 
This study aims to investigate the attitudes of English teachers who are working in Finland 
towards non-standard usage within English that is common among many contact varieties of 
English also among English as a lingua franca. Contact varieties, according to the electronic 
World Atlas of Varieties of English, refer to the 50 Englishes that are spoken around the world, 
including “traditional dialects, high-contact mother-tongue Englishes, and indigenized second-
language Englishes” (Kortmann & Lunkenheimer, K. 2011). Obviously, the term “contact” 
implies that they have developed in language contact settings. Such Englishes would be, for 
example, Hong Kong English and Colloquial American English (Kortmann, & Lunkenheimer 
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2011). English as a lingua franca, in turn, indicates its role as an important function for 
international communication (Gnuzmann & Intemann 2008: 11).  
 
The research questions of this study are the following: 
1) How acceptable do teachers of English in Finland consider the syntactic non-
standard features to be within the varieties/ English as a lingua franca? 
2) How usable do they consider the features? 
3) On what grounds do they evaluate the acceptability and usability of the features? 
4) What are the teachers’ personal perceptions of the issue? 
The reason for using the acceptability-usability criteria is to discover out if teachers view these 
two aspects differently. The point therefore being that the English language, just as in most cases 
any other language, is perceived to entail a certain set of standard rules or norms that the teachers 
probably consider important as they judge acceptability. Nevertheless, they might still 
acknowledge that the violation of these rules plays a less important role when usability is 
viewed. This is because people can often make themselves understood although they do not 
follow the standards strictly.  
 
Moreover, I have set two hypotheses for my study:  
1) The respondents are fairly reluctant to consider the features as acceptable. This 
is because native-speaker models are still dominant in English language teaching.   
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2) I expect to receive different answers in terms of acceptability and usability. 
Teachers may consider some forms as unacceptable but nevertheless usable 
because the communicative goal is being fulfilled.  
 
The structure of this study will be the following. Firstly, it discusses issues related to World 
Englishes such as the spread of English and the speakers of it by introducing Kachru’s three 
concentric circles of English, contact varieties of English and English as a lingua franca. After 
this, it deals with Standard English. The final chapter of the theoretical review will present 
previous research on attitudes towards English. The empirical part, in turn, introduces first the 
methodology of the study. This is followed by the results and discussion. Finally, concluding 
thoughts will wrap-up the study.  
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2. World Englishes  
 
In order to understand how the English language has developed to its present stage, it is essential to 
examine the progression from the era of Queen Elizabeth I onwards (Jenkins 2009: 2). The English 
language is no longer spoken only by a few million inhabitants of the British Isles, instead the 
number has increased to possibly two billion speakers from almost every corner of the world (ibid). 
This chapter discusses different phenomena that relate to this development  
 
2.1 The two diasporas 
 
Jenkins (2009: 5) distinguishes between two ´diasporas´, or ´dispersals´, of English.  The first 
diaspora, which refers to the migration of thousands of people from England mainly to America and 
Australia, ended in new first-language (henceforward L1) varieties of English. The second diaspora, 
in turn, entailing the colonisation of Asia and Africa, resulted in the emergence of many second 
language (henceforward L2) varieties. These are often termed as ´New Englishes’ (ibid). The 
following summary by Jenkins (2009: 6) compiles the two diasporas of English. It illustrates how 
English came into contact with a number of new territories during the time period of the 15th to the 
21st                century:  
The first diaspora 
Migrations to North America, Australia, New Zealand -> L1 varieties of  
English 
USA/Canada:   From early 17th century (English), 18th century (North Irish) to   USA 
From 17th century, African Slaves to South American states and 
Caribbean Islands.  
From 1776 (American Independence) some British settlers to Canada 
Australia:   From 1770  
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New Zealand:   From 1790s (official colony in 1840) 
 
The second disapora 
 Migrations to Africa and Asia ->L2 varieties of English 
South Africa: From 1795. 3 groups of L2 English speakers (Afrikaans/Blacks/from 
1860 
South Asia:  India, Bangladesh, Pakistan Sri Lanka, Nepal, Bhutan, from 1600 
(British East India Company). 1765-1947 British sovereignty in 
India. 
SE Asia and South Pacific:  Singapore, Malaysia, Hong Kong, Philippines 
form late 18th century (Raffles founded Singapore 1819). 
Colonial Africa: West: Sierra Leone, Ghana, Gambia, Nigeria, Cameroon, Liberia, 
from late 15th century (but no major English emigrant settlements -> 
pidgins/creoles). East: Kenya, Tanzania, Uganda, Malawi, Zambia, 
Zimbabwe, from. c. 1850.  
  
 
Jenkins (2009: 9) states that the Englishes of the two diasporas resemble each other due to their 
connection to British and American English and common history. However, they also vary in regard 
to their accents, vocabulary, grammars and discourse strategies. Moreover, after 1945, many of the 
colonies have gained independence, yet English has often been maintained to function domestically 
and/or provide means for neutral lingua franca usage.  
 
2.2 The speakers of English today – who are they? 
 
The two diasporas of English presented above provide a historical overview regarding rather early 
stages of the spread of the English language. The situation has become even more complex as 
English is no longer merely a language of traditional L1 cultures and former colonial countries. To 
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illuminate who speaks English today, and to acknowledge what the second half of the 20th century 
has brought about, Kachru’s theory of the three concentric circles of English is viewed next.  
 
Kachru (1988: 3-8) suggests a theory of three concentric circles of English, concerning the spread 
of it. Through his theory, Kachru (ibid), aims to represent the various ways in which English has 
been acquired and is used at the moment. The model has been popular among scholars and 
according to Jenkins (2009: 20) it has “contributed greatly to our understanding of the 
sociolinguistic realities of the spread of English”.  
 
Kachru’s (1988: 3-8) categorization follows these principles:  
 
1. The inner circle: Traditional bases, where English is used as a primary language: it 
includes the USA, UK, Ireland, Canada, Australia and New Zealand 
2. The outer circle: Settings, where English has an important ‘second language’ role in 
multilingual contexts due to historical and political reasons: it includes Singapore, India, 
Malawi and over fifty other territories 
3. The expanding circle: Nations without colonial history related to English that still 
acknowledge the significance of it as an international language but have not given it any 
official status: It includes China, Japan, Greece, Poland and (as the name of the circle 
suggests) a steadily increasing number of other states.  
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The initial developments of the inner and outer circles reflect the effects of the first and second 
diasporas.  Nevertheless, globalization has continued to boost the status of English in the world. 
Therefore, Kachru notifies the role of the expanding circle. Finland, alongside with many other 
European countries, is also one of the countries that represents it.  
 
However, the model should not be interpreted as a clear-cut distinction. As Crystal (2003) points 
out, there are some problems with Kachru’s theory: not all countries are clear cases. Rajarudai 
(2005), for example, points out that Kachru himself has acknowledged the limitations of the study. 
Kachru (1985, cited in Rajarudai 2005) has admitted that the categories are not “mutually 
exclusive” and that status of a language is dynamic. There are grey areas where the circles may 
intermingle, countries such as Jamaica and South Africa being a case in point.   However, according 
to Crystal (2003: 60) the model “has been widely regarded as a helpful approach” and therefore it is 
also introduced here to roughly illustrate the spread of English.  
 
The model is open to various interpretations. Many of the English-speaking countries are 
multicultural and cannot be considered to exclusively represent the inner circle. Some of them have 
long colonial histories while others have been rather open-minded towards immigrants. Jenkins 
(2009: 20-21) also argues that the distinction between first language and other languages is 
questionable because multilingual people use different languages for different purposes. They may 
not consider one language prior to others but rather acquire several first languages that they use in 
different domains. Overall, the model also treats each circle as uniform although they are 
linguistically diverse. Despite the limitations of the model it is still a worthy theory to illustrate the 
spread, acquisition, and use of English. In so doing, it still continues to raise awareness of the global 
role of English in the world today.  
 8 
 
 
 
Kachru’s model is relevant for the present study because it acknowledges the roles of the outer and 
expanding circles when the reality of the English language is discussed. It points out the 
international functions of English (Kachru 1988: 7). Thus, the native speaker is no longer the center 
of focus when English is defined because linguistic interactions often take place between non-native 
speakers (Kachru 1988: 3).  Moreover, the spread of English has developed new, localized norms 
which lead into increased diversity and into the purists’ call for management (Kachru 1988: 7-8). 
Furthermore, some of the implications of Kachru’s approach, such as the terminology, are found 
helpful in the latter chapter of this study, in which language standards and standard language are 
discussed.  
 
2.3 Contact varieties of English 
 
Naturally, the nearer people live to each other, the more closely they tend to associate and they are 
likely to have less contact if their social circumstances differ (Schneider, 2011: 8). Consequently, as 
an act of solidarity, people begin to use speech forms similar to their friends and neighbors, which 
explains varieties of languages (ibid).  The term variety is used in academic contexts as a neutral 
reference to a language form that is shared by a certain group of people (Schneider 2011: 16). It can 
refer to “a dialect, an idiolect or an accent” and it can be viewed as “being determined by region, by 
gender, by social class, by age or by our own inimitable individual characteristics” (Bauer 2002: 4). 
Thus, a variety is a rather general umbrella term because it can cover quite marginal group-specific 
language habits, for example the dialect of lower-class older women living in a rural village in 
Scotland. However, the variation that is used in this study to study English teachers’ attitudes is 
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narrowed down to those spoken morpho-syntactic features among “traditional dialects, high-contact 
mother-tongue Englishes, and indigenized second-language Englishes” (Kortmann & 
Lunkenheimer 2011) that are classified according to the electronic World Atlas of Varieties. Their 
features will be defined more closely later on.  
 
The term contact variety implies that such a variety has developed in language contact settings. 
Both diasporas led into language contacts as people moved to new territories. Immigration from 
England primarily to America and Australia produced new mother-tongue varieties of English 
whereas the colonialization of Asia and Africa resulted to numerous second language varieties 
(Jenkins 2009: 5).  Although the contexts of the development of the varieties differed to some 
extent, all of them were characterized by encounters of people from various cultural backgrounds: 
there was interaction between immigrants from different regions and social backgrounds. 
(Schneider 2007: 4).  In addition, English-speaking immigrants also had contact with indigenous 
populations (ibid).  
 
With regard to second language varieties, they are often referred to as New Englishes (Jenkins 
2009: 5). According to Platt et al. (1984: back cover) they “are, or are in process of becoming, 
varieties in their own right – as legitimate as the ´older´ Englishes”.  Platt et al. (1984: 2-3) argue 
that a New English conforms to the following criteria: 
1. It has developed through the educational system. This means that it has been taught as a 
subject and, in many cases, also used as a medium of instruction in regions where 
languages other than English were the main languages. 
2. It has developed in an area where a native variety of English was not the language 
spoken by most of the population. 
3. It is used for a range or function among those who speak or write it in the region where it 
is used. 
4. It has become ´localized´ or ´nativized´ by adopting some language features of its own, 
such as sounds, intonation patterns, sentence structures, words, expressions. 
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Platt et al. (1984: 3) name some well-known varieties of New Englishes: Indian English, Singapore 
English and African Englishes of nations such as Nigeria and Ghana. The fourth criteria, 
´localization´ or ´nativization´, refers to the morphological, lexical and syntactic features that a New 
English has acquired. The last feature, syntactic aspects, is also the most significant criteria in terms 
of the focus of this study. 
 
2.4 English as the global lingua franca  
 
Apparently, English has an unquestionable status as being the global language that no other 
language has at the moment. According to Mauranen (2010: 1), it has become “one of the symbols 
of our time, together with globalization, networking, economic integration, and the Internet”. The 
term ´lingua franca´ in its original meaning refers to a contact language spoken by people who do 
not share a common first language and who speak it as an additional language.  (Dewey 2010: 72; 
Jenkins 2007: 1). However, English as a lingua franca (ELF) does not fit neatly within this 
definition because it also includes native speakers due to its global spread (ibid). Some scholars (e.g 
Sharifian 2009: 2) have in fact suggested an alternative term, English as an International Language, 
(EIL), to be used with reference to the function of English in the world. Nevertheless, the term ELF 
has a firmer position among scholars and the definition can be perceived to include native speakers 
as well (Seidlhofer 2004: 211-12). Therefore, it is also used as one of the theoretical bases in this 
study to refer to “communication in English between speakers with different first languages” 
(Seidlhofer 2005: 339). 
 
According to Jenkins (2007: 4) a few aspects set ELF apart from other related concepts of language, 
English as a Second Language (ESL) and English as a Foreign Language (EFL). Whereas ESL 
varieties function locally or as a contact language among nation groups, ELF is used primarily 
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internationally. And whereas EFL aims towards English as a native language (ENL) because the 
interlocutors are supposedly native speakers and non-native speakers, ELF communication takes 
usually place between non-native speakers.  
 
Furthermore, Ranta (2010: 84) argues that ELF is not a variant of another research field, Second 
Language Acquisition (SLA), although some scholars presented such arguments.  This is because 
SLA is built upon studies on language learning, the goal being native (or near-native) competence. I 
The ELF paradigm, in turn, suggests that a non-native speaker’s performance should not be 
measured against that of a native speaker’s (Rugby and Saraceni 2006: 6). Thus, ELF research 
views its subjects rather speakers or users of the language than “learners” (Ranta 2010: 88). 
However, it is still common to regard the variation in ELF as a demonstration of errors and 
fossilization instead of manifestation of plurality (Seidlehofer 2004: 213). In terms of non-native 
speech, it may seem “deficient” or “wrong” because it is often set against Standard Language (a 
topic to be discussed in the following chapter), which, in turn, is founded on written language 
norms (Ranta 2010: 89). This is not a fair way to approach the subject because written and spoken 
language function on different bases (Schneider 2007: 4).   
 
2.5. Standard English 
 
The main object of this study is teachers’ attitudes towards some specific non-standard features of 
English. Therefore, it is necessary to define what Standard English (henceforward StE) actually is. 
This question, which is by no means uncontroversial, is discussed within this chapter.  
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2.5.1.General perceptions of standard language and Standard English 
 
Before defining StE, let us consider what the term “standard language” implies.  Jenkins (2009: 33) 
argues that it is used as a reference to “that variety of a language which is considered to be the 
norm”. She considers standard language as the model for educational goals and as prestigious 
because other varieties are being compared to it (ibid). It is, therefore, no surprise that it is also the 
model for instruction when languages are taught to learners.  
 
According to Bauer (1994: 1), there are some commonly held views shared by educated people of 
what StE, in turn, is or is not. For example, one is expected to speak it when applying for a job in 
broadcasting, master it in professional life and use it in writing because of teachers’ expectations in 
schools. Also, Trudgill and Hannah (1982: 1) regard StE as a variety in reference to written 
language and speech among “educated” people. Furthermore, Bauer (1994: 1) lists some features 
that are not usually associated with StE,  for instance  double negatives or the use of past participle 
when past tense forms would be the norm. Therefore, as he exemplifies, sentences such as “We 
haven’t no pets” or “I done it yesterday” are non-standard expressions. 
 
According to Bauer (1994: 3-4) and Kachru and Nelson (2001: 16), what also characterizes a 
standard is codification. However, as Kachru, Kachru and Nelson (ibid) point out, traditional 
English speaking countries have not had an official codifier such as the French academy for the 
French language. They both name dictionaries and grammars as codifying agencies that maintain 
standards.  Furthermore, Gupta (2006: 97) observes that government bodies and academies do not 
constitute StE but it is rather based on some mutual, but not necessarily strict, understanding among 
different writers.  In relation to this study, Bauer (ibid) also mentions study books that language 
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learners use when they are trying to acquire the language. Apparently, these books include certain 
vocabulary and grammar as well and, therefore, they codify StE to pupils.  Teachers play a central 
role when presenting them to their students as models of the usage of English. 
 
2.5.2 Language ideologies constituting standards 
 
 According to Blommaert et al. (2012, 18) “the reality of language in society is to a large extent 
determined by the ideological and institutional responses to it”. Therefore, questions of language 
are by and large ideological. Mäntynen (2012: 323) defines the concept of language ideology as 
generally referring to language users’ beliefs and perceptions of language and to their understanding 
of its value and significance in different contexts. In addition, Milroy (1999: 173) associates 
“standard language ideology” with beliefs as well: according to him it is a:  
… particular set of beliefs about language…held by populations of economically 
developed nations states where processes of standardization have operated over a 
considerable time to produce an abstract set of norms—lexical, grammatical, and (in 
spoken language) phonological—popularly described as  constituting a standard 
language. 
 
In other words, he is of the opinion that perceptions of standard language are not based on firm 
knowledge or scientific proofs but on what certain people believe constitutes it. Milroy (1999: 174) 
continues by stating that “standard language ideology” holds to the view of one correct form of 
language that manifests both in speech and writing. Furthermore, Mäntynen et al. (2012: 325-326) 
point out that language ideologies are influential in that they shape our perceptions of, for example, 
the beauty or horridness of languages and varieties.  They also argue that language-ideological 
discussions involve questions about the ownership of language and the type of standards and norms 
that stand.  
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Perceptions of language are not born in a vacuum but they are contextual. Blommaert et al (2012: 2, 
18) argue that although we live in the so-called late modern era, modernist ideological forces that 
also affect language issues have still not been replaced. They even go as far as claiming that “our 
social and political systems are… more modernist than ever before” (ibid). What could these 
ideologies be then? The central theme of the work by Blommaert et al. (2012) is “dangerous 
multilingualism”. Thus, it would be assumable that the perspectives of the book apply only to a 
situation where there is more than one language involved, i.e. the issue of monolingualism vs. 
multilingualism.  However, they are quite relevant when different varieties and usages of a single 
language, English being the one in this study, are viewed. For Bauman and Briggs (2003, page 
number not told, as cited in Blommaert et al 2012: 5) “hybridity”, referring to “impurity” and 
“disorder”, is problematic in the light of modernist ideas of language. Thus, authenticity that 
manifests in clear and linear features distinguishes a labelled language (ibid). Furthermore, 
Blommaert et al (2012: 7) outline modernity by stating that it “rejected ambivalence, the fact that 
things can have multiple forms, functions and meanings”. Apparently, these ideas are controversial 
in the light of sociolinguistically “escalating diversity”, as Blommaert at al. (2012: 8) point out.  
 
Blommaert et al (2012: 13) state that the individual essays of the work illustrate how 
multilingualism threatens order, pureness and normality. Moreover, they also indicate how aspects 
of late modernity, namely diffusion, hybridity and fluctuations, create conflicts and collusions 
among institutions, groups and individuals (ibid). Two of the studies deal particularly with the 
English language. Firstly, Räisänen’s study discusses an individual’s biography of language use, the 
context being a Finnish engineer’s educational and work abroad experiences about the use of 
English (Räisänen 2012: 207). According to Räisänen (2012: 215), an individual may see his or her 
language skills as abnormal because a certain level of proficiency and way of speaking is not 
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attained. This can become a constraint to the individual, which leads into the state of “having no 
language” (Räisänen 2012: 224).  Secondly, another study in the book (Kytölä 2012) shows how a 
participant became a target for mockery at a Finnish online football forum because of his non-
standard “broken” English.   The screen name “Altan”, identified as a Turkish male interested in 
Finnish national football league, was repeatedly associated with “bad English” by fellow 
interlocutors on the Internet (Kytölä 2012: 254-255). His lack of repertoire in written English brings 
on mockery and eventually “Altan” is excluded from the community (Kytölä 20120: 230). 
 
2.5.3 Problems with the definition of Standard English  
 
The following arguments by Bauer (1994: 3) point out the complexity of the issue of StE. One 
reason why it is difficult to give a precise definition of StE is that there is not such one variety but 
rather many different standard Englishes. Each of them has their own spheres of influence and their 
norms may differ from one another. It is yet undeniable that the number of features they share is 
greater than that of distinguishing them.  
 
Apparently, the history of the spread of English, a topic that was discussed earlier in this paper, 
reflects language standards with regard to English. The most dominant varieties over time have 
been standard American English and standard British English. According to Trudgill and Hannah 
(1982: 1-2), these two variants, with the specification of North American English as the term for 
American English, have been largely taught to learners as well. Nevertheless, even the rules that 
construct these two variants may not be clear. In fact, as Bauer (1994: 2) states, only approximately 
3 percent of the population in Britain speak with a standard accent. This suggests that, for example, 
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standard British English as a single spoken variety is spoken in multiple ways or otherwise it is 
understood very narrowly.  
 
Another factor that complicates the definition of StE is the dynamic nature of languages (Jenkins 
2009: 33). Bauer (1994: 2) exemplifies the issue by providing a language extract from the Bible: 
”Our father, which art in heaven”. Nowadays, the more appropriate form would be “Our father, who 
is in heaven” (ibid). Jenkins (2009: 33) argues that “during its earlier and transitional stages, 
language change is regarded as error by promoters of standard language ideology”. Thus, standards 
are not stable and some features of English that are currently considered unacceptable may become 
tolerated in the future.  
 
2.5.4 Definition of Standard English in this study 
 
 
As pointed out earlier in this paper, standard American and standard British English along with 
some examples of other native varieties such as Standard Australian English, usually serve as 
instruction models for learners of English.  Therefore, what is primarily considered to be StE in this 
study refers to these varieties.  
 
2.5.5 Benefits and downsides of language standards: the English language perspective  
 
 
As it was discussed above, the issue of language standards in relation to English is not 
straightforward.  In fact, it can be seen as twofold: language standards are beneficial and admittedly 
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necessary in many circumstances. Yet, on other occasions it can be argued that they are, to some 
extent, restrictive, exclusionary and discriminative.  
 
Especially written English and some of its spheres of influence, such as education or legislation 
would be difficult to manage without any standards. The use and understanding of standard 
language enables one to, for example, comprehend official documents or study various subjects 
through writings by different authors. Let us take an example from the academic world: if each 
academic publication was published in a different dialect it would be a chaotic world to manage for 
students and researchers. Not surprisingly, traditional inner-circle varieties seem to serve as 
appropriate models in academic domains. Given the present situation, it is, therefore, reasonable 
that those varieties are included in teaching in the English language classroom.  
 
Nevertheless, there are many circumstances in which standards do not, and may not need to, play a 
central role. Online communication through the Internet is more casual in nature and people may 
not follow the standards strictly, especially in global contexts. This might have major effects on the 
English language in the long term. Spoken English, in turn, is not a clear case either. There is less 
time to word the message but if misunderstandings occur it is usually possible to rephrase one’s 
expression.  Therefore, due to face-to-face interaction, it is probably less necessary to follow StE in 
spoken domains, especially less formal ones, as it is in many written contexts. However, as 
mentioned earlier in this chapter, a failure to achieve a certain level of proficiency or a way of 
speaking can restrict an individual’s language use because the language skills are regarded as 
abnormal (Räisänen 2012: 224). Moreover, less prestigious, “broken English” can become a cause 
of discrimination, as Kytölä (2010: 230) points out.  
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Arguably, issues of intelligibility are central when the benefits and downsides of language standards 
are discussed. The concerns are that whether the global spread of English causes misunderstandings 
among cultures and how different national varieties are comprehended (Smith & Nelson 2006: 429). 
Smith and Nelson (2006: 441) aimed to find out if the spread of English is causing cross-cultural 
misunderstanding by studying non-native, native and mixed subject groups communicating in nine 
national varieties of English. The results indicate the following aspects (ibid): firstly, being native is 
less important than being fluent and native speakers do not excel in understanding different varieties 
of English. Secondly, familiarity with different varieties leads into greater cross-cultural 
understanding. Moreover, based on the results they conclude that teaching an Inner-Circle variety in 
the Outer and Expanding circles need reconsideration “since not even all Inner-Circle varieties of 
English are mutually intelligible with one another” (ibid).  
 
Considering StE superior to other usages of language is problematic. Schneider (2007: 8) rejects the 
idea of one “correct form of English, with all other realizations being somehow ´deviant´, 
´dialectal´, or ´broken´”. Rather, he suggests that Mufwene’s “pool” theory of a language is more 
appropriate (2001: 18). It argues that speakers of a language/languages select features from a 
“feature pool”, to which they themselves have contribute when interacting which each other.  
 
With regard to English, taking its global status into account, it is relevant to ask who sets the 
standards for the language.  In fact, Parakrama (1995: back cover) argues for more inclusiveness as 
she discusses New Englishes, various post-colonial varieties of English:  
Language standards are rarely contested, even by those who are engaged in radical 
and far-reaching social critique. Yet, standards discriminate against those who don’t 
conform, and language standardization has systematically worked against the 
underclass as well as women and minorities…The existence of standards, however 
objectionable, cannot be denied, so the only viable option, politically at any rate, is to 
 19 
 
work towards broadening the standard to include the greatest variety possible, 
particularly the ´undereducated´ arenas of usage which have so far been considered 
inappropriate, mistaken, even pathological.  
  
Apparently, this argument deals with people from outer circle nations. As regard to the objects of 
this study, teachers of English in Finland, this is yet a relevant point because they can convey 
language attitudes to students. By considering certain features as “deviant” or “broken”, inner-circle 
ideals are maintained and other varieties and usages of language are not viewed as worthy.  
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3. Special features within different Englishes around the world and in ELF 
 
Although StE remains to be appreciated and functional in many domains, it is only one realm of 
language usage. The way English is spoken in different corners of the world varies and new features 
have been charted.  Both different varieties of English and ELF-use are often characterized by 
expressions that different from those of StE.  The next chapter will discuss the matter.   
 
3. 1. Syntactic features within the New Englishes 
 
Plat et al (1984) is a work that has been highly influential in terms of World Englishes as it 
pioneered to compile a number of features in the New Englishes. Plat et al. (1984: 46) argue that 
languages usually make certain distinctions when things, ideas or people are discussed.  Some 
grammatical tendencies related to these three aspects are common to some or most New Englishes 
(Platt et al. 1984: 46-65).  They are the following: 
1. a tendency not to mark nouns for plural;  
up to twelve year of schooling (India) 
2. a tendency to use a specific /non-specific system for nouns rather than a definite/indefinite 
system, or to use the two systems side by side;  
non-specific: Everyone has car (India) 
specific: There! Here got one stall selling soup noodles (Singapore) 
3. a tendency to change the form of quantifiers; 
Some few fishermen may be seen (West Africa) 
4. a tendency not to make a distinction between the third person pronouns he and she 
My mother, he live in in kampong (Malysia) 
5. a tendency to change the word order within the noun phrase 
Ninety over cheques (Singapore, Malysia) 
 
Continuing on verbs Platt et al. (1984: 66-86) have compiled a list of the central tendencies among 
the New Englishes: 
1. a tendency not to mark the verb for third person singular in its present-tense form 
He go to school. (Philippine English) 
2. a tendency not to mark verbs for the past tense 
Last year I stay three months in Germany (Singapore) 
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3. a tendency to use an aspect system rather than a tense system or to use both systems side 
by side 
Before I always go to the market (Malysian English) 
4. a tendency to extend the use of be + verb + ing construction to stative verbs 
Mohan is having two houses. (Indian English) 
5. the formation of different phrasal and prepositional verb constructions 
He picked him outside his house. (East African English) 
I congratulate you for your brilliant performance. (West African English) 
 
 
 
3.2. The most frequent morpohosyntactic features worldwide in non-standard Englishes 
 
In a much more recent work named the electronic World Atlas of Varieties of English, Kortmann 
and Lunkenheimer (2013) have compiled the most common morphosyntactic features in all non-
standard varieties of English across the world. As the earlier discussed work deals with New 
Englishes, in other words the post-colonial varieties, Kortmann and Lunkenheimer (ibid) have also 
included non-standard L1 varieties, such as Colloqual American English, in their inspection.   In 
comparison to Platt et al (1984), this work is a thorough atlas which has also charted the frequency 
of different features within the varieties.  According to Kortmann and Lunkenheimer (2013) the 20 
most frequent morfosyntactic features that are found in at least 50 varieties (66 % of 76) are the 
following: 
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Table 3.1 
 Feature    Attestation %  
1. No inversion/no auxiliaries in main clause 
yes/no questions   
92 
2. Forms or phrases for the second person 
plural pronoun other than you 
91 
3. Other adverbs have the same form as 
adjectives 
91 
4. Me instead of I in coordinate subjects 89 
5. Never as preverbal past tense negator 83 
6. Multiple negation / negative concord 80 
7. Degree modifier adverbs have the same form 
as adjectives 
78 
8. Was for conditional were 76 
9. Double comparatives and superlatives       74 
10. No inversion/no auxiliaries in wh-questions 72 
11. Existential / presentational there’s/there 
is/there was with plural subjects 
71 
12. Omission of StE prepositions 70 
13. Myself/me instead of I in coordinate subjects 68 
14. No number distinction in reflexives 68 
15. Regularized comparison strategies: extension 
of analytic marking 
68 
16. Invariant don’t for all persons in the present 
tense 
68 
17. Invariant present tense forms due to zero 
marking for the third person singular 
68 
18. Invariant non-concord tags 67 
19. Loosening of sequence of tenses rule 66 
20. As what / than what in comparative clauses 66 
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3.3 Morpho-Syntactic features of ELF 
 
Whether or not ELF can be regarded as a variety is a matter of controversy but the evidence proves 
that it is distinguishable and evolving in its own right (Dewey 2010: 61). Spoken data by ELF 
speakers has been compiled in corpuses such as VOICE (Vienna Oxford International Corpus of 
English) and ELFA (English as a Lingua Franca in Academic Settings) (ibid). Studies that have 
been conducted on these databases point out that there are certain tendencies in ELF speech that 
mark it out from StE (Ranta 2013; Seidlehofer 2004). These features are viewed next. 
 
Ranta (2013) has observed four particular verb-syntactic features in spoken ELF in her doctoral 
dissertation. Her data is based on the ELFA (English as a lingua franca in Academic Settings) 
corpus, which adds up to one million words in total (Ranta 2013: 71).  The features that she 
investigated out are the following (Ranta 2013: 76-77): 
 the extended use of the progressive 
 embedded inversions (i.e. the use of the inverted word order in interrogative 
subordinate clauses) 
 the use of would in hypothetical if-clauses, and 
 non-concord in existential there constructions. 
 
Moving on to Seidlehofer (2004: 220), she lists a range of lexicogrammatical regularities in ELF 
that have emerged in several projects and theses conducted on VOICE. They are the following: 
 
 Dropping the third person present tense –s 
 Confusing the relative pronouns who and which 
 Omitting definite and indefinite articles where they are obligatory in ENL, and 
inserting them where the do not occur in ENL 
 Failing to use correct forms in tag questions (e.g., isn’t it? or no? instead of 
shouldn’t they?) 
 Inserting redundant prepositions, as in We have to study about…) 
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    Overusing certain verbs of high semantic generality, such as do, have, make, put, 
take 
 Replacing infinitive-constructions with that-clauses, as in I want that 
 Overdoing explicitness (e.g. black color rather than just black) 
 
In addition to the ones mentioned above, observing ELFA, Mauranen’s (2012: 125-126)) analysis 
distinguishes the following deviations from Standard English in ELF usage: 
 Omitting plural endings (knowledges, advices) 
 Regularization of irregular inflectional forms (teached, feeled) 
 The extension of productive derivational principles beyond their conventional 
boundaries (undirectly, insuitable) 
 
 
3.4. English language teaching in Finland 
 
3.4.1 General 
 
The overall development of English into an important tool for international communication in the 
past decades has given it a significant role in the Finnish school system (Leppänen and Pahta 2012: 
145). Apparently, Finland is one of the nations in the expanding circle (Kachru 1988).  Finnish 
pupils generally start to study their first foreign language on grade three in primary school.  Of all 
grade three students, 90,5% opt for English while the statistics suggest  5,4% for Finnish, 1,2% for 
German, 1,0% for Swedish, 0,9% for French and 0,3% for Russia (SUKOL, 2011).  All pupils 
continue to study their first foreign language till the end of comprehensive school which in most 
cases adds up to seven years of language studies. After this, pupils who enter either upper secondary 
school or vocational school and may continue on higher levels of education, have further foreign 
language studies. Naturally, the role of English in different education fields and grade levels varies. 
At primary school, children are acquiring basic language skills and whereas at upper secondary 
school, for example, success in the matriculation examination, is often important for pupils’ and 
teachers. The exam measures listening comprehension, reading comprehension, grammar and 
writing skills in English, StE being the objective against which the results are measured. In other 
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educational areas, such as vocational school, polytechnics, or universities, English studies are more 
oriented towards the profession and the global role of English is therefore probably more 
emphasized and acknowledged in those contexts.  
 
3.4.2 Current trends in English language teaching in Finland 
 
Although the aims and objectives of English teaching in Finland vary depending on the grade level 
and training programme, it can be argued that Communicative Language Teaching (henceforward 
abbreviated as CLT), as termed by Savignon (2002: 1) is the general approach as regards to 
preferred, or recommended, teaching methods at the moment.  Savignon (2002: 4, 22) characterizes 
CLT as follows: it has multidisciplinary roots in linguistics, philosophy, sociology and educational 
research. It aims to develop functional language skills by engaging learners in communicative 
events. CLT views language learning as a two-dimensional issue: political and educational. 
Multicultural intranational and international perspectives call for diverse language-learning goals 
and teaching strategies. It is important to analyze learners’ needs and styles for learning that are 
socially defined and select the appropriate methods and materials according to them. Furthermore, 
although communication is central in CLT, it does not reject the rules of syntax, discourse, and 
social appropriateness. However, practice in communication should not be overtaken by focus on 
form (Savignon 2002: 22). In terms of evaluating communicative competence, the terms “native” 
and “near native” are not appropriate references in the postcolonial, multicultural world we live in 
(ibid). 
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3.5 Previous research on attitudes towards English 
 
 
Personal experience suggests that teachers’ attitudes towards features such as the ones in the current 
study have not been studied before. However, related research has been conducted. The next 
chapter introduces some studies that have perspectives partly similar, yet not directly comparable, 
to those within  this Master’s thesis.  
 
Teachers’ attitudes towards native and non-native accents and norms have been studied. Jenkins 
(2007: 186) researched teachers’ beliefs about and attitudes towards English, precisely accents, 
through a questionnaire. Her study revealed that a large group of respondents from the expanding 
circle preferred native speaker English accents, principally UK and US accents. Teachers also 
valued them highly in terms of correctness and intelligibility. Timmis (2002: 240-249), in turn, 
explored teachers’, including both native and non-native ones, and students’ attitudes to complying 
with various norms of English through a statement-based questionnaire.  The study concerned 
attitudes to pronunciation, standard grammar and informal spoken grammar. The results imply that 
both teachers and students prefer to conform to native speaker norms. However, the former 
appeared to be moving away from native-speaker norms faster.  
 
Other scholars have surveyed English as a lingua franca aspects among teachers. Moving on to 
Decke-Cornill (2003), her study explored ELF attitudes among German teachers of English in two 
different types of schools: selective Gymnasium and non-selective Gesamtschule. Decke-Cornill 
(2003: 68) contrasts the results of the interviews as follows: “The more socially ambitious context 
of the Gesamtschule as well as its multi-cultural and multi-lingual everyday reality seemed to be 
more compatible with the project of ELF than the more academically ambitious and linguistically 
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homogeneous context of the grammar school.” All teachers expressed uncertainty in terms of 
standards and the right choice for instruction model. However, as the above quote suggests, the 
Gesamtschule teachers were more open towards ELF future in teaching. The results therefore 
suggest that certain factors, such as a type of school, might affect attitudes. In the case of Finland, 
one could assume that teachers in culturally more diverse schools might be more at ease with ELF. 
Another ELF study has been conducted in Finland by Ranta (2010) as she charted Finnish English 
teachers' and students' views in upper secondary school. Ranta aimed to find out how the English 
taught at school relates to the English outside in their opinion. She concludes that the respondents 
are open-minded towards diversity and acknowledge the role of English as a lingua franca. 
However, according to her, “school English” is still surrounded by standard models and goals, most 
likely due to the examinations at the end of upper secondary education. Finally, in a study carried 
out among Swiss teachers of English, Murray (2003: 147-165) investigated their attitudes to ´Euro-
English´. One of the parts of her study discussed particular lexico-grammatical features of Euro-
English and their acceptability. The main results of the study were that the teachers principally 
favored communication over error-correction and expressed respect for non-mainstream Englishes. 
At the same time, they were still doubtful in terms of welcoming non-native communication in 
course materials. What is more, native teachers had less conservative attitudes towards ELF. With 
regard to the acceptability of the Euro-English sentences, Murray (2004: 160) argues that the 
rejected sentences illustrate ”violations of taught rules rather than possible but unusual structures”.  
Thus, as an example, the phrase “the film who I saw” was judged much stricter than the sentence 
“the car of my dentist” although both are rare in native usages. What Murray suggests based on her 
findings is interesting (2004: 160-161): 
 
There will not be a revolution in which all ENL model syllabuses are suddenly revised 
and all ENL-based course books burned; rather, non-rule breaking Euro-English usage 
will increasingly find its way into listening and reading materials, which will serve as 
indirect models for learners’ speaking and writing. This gradual infiltration by a 
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sanitized form of Euro-English will spread from materials for adults (where it has 
already started) to those aimed at younger learners. At the same time, examining 
bodies, education authorities and, ultimately, teachers will have to re-consider their 
policies with regard to structures like I know him for a long time, which clearly break 
ENL rules. 
 
It remains to be seen whether English language teaching in Finland follows Murray’s prediction. 
However, this would require an ideological shift from grammar-oriented preparation for 
matriculation examination towards alternative yardsticks in education. Moreover, as the section on 
Standard English discusses earlier, the lines that divide Standard and non-standard English are 
somewhat fuzzy. Therefore, what is considered to be rule-breaking in one context might appear 
more acceptable in other encounters. The non-standard usage among outer and expanding circle 
speakers might gradually change the English language.  
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4. Methodology 
 
4.1 Aims, objectives and hypothesis 
 
Before moving on to the empirical section of the study, its aims, objectives and hypotheses are 
recalled. Thus, this study aims to study the attitudes of English teachers', who are working in 
Finland, towards non-standard usage within English that is common among many contact 
varieties of English and also their attitudes towards the use of English as a lingua franca. The 
research questions are the following: 
1) How acceptable do teachers of English in Finland consider the syntactic non-
standard features to be within the varieties? 
2) How usable do they consider the features? 
3) On what grounds do they evaluate the acceptability and usability of the features? 
4) What are the teachers’ personal feelings and thoughts about the issue? 
Moreover, I have set two hypotheses for my study:  
1) The respondents are fairly reluctant to consider the features as acceptable. This 
is because native-speaker models are still dominant in English language teaching.  
2) I expect to receive different answers in terms of acceptability and usability. 
Teachers may consider some forms as unacceptable but nevertheless usable 
because the communicative goal is being fulfilled.  
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4.2 Data 
 
The data was collected through an online questionnaire (Appendix I) in order to receive a 
reasonable amount of answers from the target group. Robson (1993: 243) points out the 
efficiency of this research method in terms of time and effort but he also acknowledges the 
shortcomings of it. A questionnaire can be distributed to a great amount of people in a short 
period of time. Nevertheless, there is no guarantee that the respondents have been honest and 
serious in their responses. Moreover, the questionnaire must be carefully constructed and worded 
in order to avoid any confusion among the respondents and to make the interpretation stage less 
problematic. The questionnaire of this study consisted of two different parts: one which charted 
the respondents’ attitudes and the other that surveyed their background information including 
language contacts. The background questions were placed at the end of the questionnaire to 
minimize their possible effect on the respondents’ attitudes.  
 
The only precondition set for the respondents was that they have to be teachers of English in 
Finland. I decided to have such a loose definition because the phenomenon of the diversity of 
English touches all school levels at least to some extent. The subject group is worth investigating 
because teachers are in a central role when they choose to present certain models of English to 
pupils. Therefore, they can be rather influential in shaping pupils’ perceptions of desirable 
language use.  
 
The data was collected during the spring of 2014. Altogether 151 teachers answered the 
questionnaire. 21 of them were male, 128 female and two opted for “I don’t want to answer”. 
Most of the respondents were non-native teachers of English, their mother tongues being either 
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Finnish or Swedish. Seven on the respondents named their mother tongue English while one 
named it “a contact variety”. They all had at least a Master’s Degree but not all of them had 
majored in English. In fact, 24 of the teachers had studied it as a minor subject. The age and 
teaching experience of the respondents varied. Of those 123 who reported their age the oldest 
was 65 and the youngest 24 years old.  They were 45,5 years old on average. However, two 
respondents did not tell their exact age and so these were eliminated from the statistics. As for 
the teachers’ careers, the majority of them had been teaching for over 10 years. They represented 
various levels of education from primary school to adult education. Nevertheless, the majority of 
them taught at secondary school and/or upper secondary school.  
 
4.3 The design of the questionnaire 
 
Other attitude studies with regard to the status of English in the world have been conducted 
before (eg. Ranta 2010). However, this study aims to take a slightly different approach as the 
design of the questionnaire will later on imply. Ranta’s (2010) questionnaire, for example, 
consists mostly of different statements and questions such as the one targeted at students: “It is 
annoying that MTV hires non-native English speakers as their video jockeys”. In this case, the 
students had to answer either “disagree”, “agree” or “undecided”. This study aims to investigate 
the subject on a more concrete level. Therefore, specific features of spoken English from all 
around the world were collected to form the basis for the questionnaire. In addition, two open 
questions were created to gain more information about the teachers’ attitudes.  
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4.3.1 Features 
 
The main source used for gathering the features was an up-to-date electronic World Atlas of 
Varieties of English, eWAVE (Kortmann & Lunkenheimer, 2013). The authors (ibid) state that 
“eWAVE is an interactive database on morphosyntactic variation in spontaneous spoken English 
mapping 235 features from a dozen domains of grammar in now 50 varieties of English”. 
Therefore, it appeared to be a valuable source for the purpose or this study.  
 
Besides the 50 varieties of English, eWAVE also includes 26 English-based Pidgins and Creoles 
in eight Anglophone world regions.  It lists the non-standard features based on their attestation 
and pervasiveness. The first step in the design of the questionnaire was to outline a reasonable 
amount of features. It was quite obvious not to have examples of pidgins and creoles in the 
questionnaire as they are not being taught as English. In addition, one of the starting points was 
to include features that are not among the rarest ones. However, for the sake of variety, the 
features were not chosen purely based on their attestation either. In the end, 16 features were 
selected for assessment. In addition, two open questions were constructed. Firstly, to find out 
what might lie behind the teachers’ answers, and secondly, to clarify how they relate to the issue 
and how they think the phenomenon affects their work as English teachers.  
 
As for the 16 features, they were mainly taken from eWAWE (2010). A few of them were from 
other corpuses: VOICE, ELFA and ICE-Ireland. VOICE stands for the Vienna-Oxford 
International Corpus of English (VOICE 2013), ELFA for The Corpus of English as a Lingua 
Franca in Academic Settings (ELFA 2008)  and ICE-IRL  for the Irish component of 
International Corpus of English (ICE-IRL 2009). Many of the example sentences could not be 
 33 
 
purely authentic ones because some of them manifested several features that differed from 
Standard English. The features needed to be controlled and therefore some of the example 
sentences are modified. Moreover, in order to keep the examples rather simple and easy-to-read, 
some of them were shortened from the original one. In addition, while I began to gather the 
example features for the questionnaire, eWAVE had a rather limited amount of examples and I 
had to construct more of them than I would not have wanted to. Later on more examples have 
been added to the database but unfortunately I could not use them in my study.  
 
The 16 features that are investigated in the present study were combined from the ELF studies 
(Ranta 2013; Seidlehofer 2004 and Mauranen 2012) eWAVE (2010) and personal effort. They 
are the following: 
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Table 4.1 
FEATURES IN CONTACT VARIETIES 
MORPHOSYNTACTIC 
FEATURE 
EXAMPLE ATTESTATION 
1. No inversion/no auxiliaries in 
main clause yes/no questions: 
You get the point?  “You liked 
India?” (eWAVE) 
92% 
2. Forms or phrases for the 
second person plural pronoun 
other than you 
You guys should know this. 
(constructed) 
I don’t know what youse want to 
do. (constructed) 
91% 
3. Me instead of I in coordinate 
subjects  
Me and my friend call each other 
every day.(constructed) 
My brother and me were late. 
(eWave) 
89% 
4. Multiple negation / negative 
concord 
He wonʼt do no harm. (eWave) 
 
80% 
5. Was for conditional were If I was you, I wouldn’t do that. 
(eWAVE, modified) 
 
76% 
6. Double comparatives and 
superlatives 
That is so much more easier to 
follow. (eWave) 
74% 
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Table 4.2 
FEATURES IN BOTH ELF AND CONTACT VARIETIES  
MORPHOSYNTACTIC 
FEATURE 
EXAMPLE ATTESTATION 
7. Inversion: No inversion/no 
auxiliaries in Wh-questions  
What you doing? What he 
wants?(eWAVE)  
72% 
 
8.   Dropping the third person 
present tense –s 
 
She like me. (constructed) 
 
68% 
9. Invariant, non-concord tag 
questions 
 
You  study engineering, no? 
(constructed) 
 
Those men use bad language, isn't 
it? (eWAVE, modified) 
67% 
10. Wider range of uses of 
progressive be + V-ing than 
in StE: extension to stative 
verbs 
We are knowing each other. 
(eWAVE) 
Utality is depending on current 
income.(ELFA, modified) 
63% 
11. Inverted word order in 
indirect questions:WH-
questions 
We were just trying to see what did 
you write on it. (ELFA, modified) 
 
61% 
12. Inverted word order in 
indirect questions: yes/no 
questions 
 
They asked could they do a photo shoot 
on it. (ICE-IRL) 
 
61% 
13. Use of zero article where 
StE has indefinite article: 
 
Main reason for their 
performance…(eWAVE) 
 
58% 
14. Plural formation: 
Regularization on 
uncountable nouns 
 
I talked to some professors at the 
University and they did some 
researches. (VOICE) 
 
54% 
15.  Use of definite articles 
where StE favors zero 
They suffered from the hunger. 
(eWAVE) 
 
46% 
16. Would” in if clauses The study would have been different 
if I would have used a bigger sample. 
(eWAVE) 
34% 
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4.3.2 The scale and variables in the questionnaire 
 
According to Robson (1993: 256) a widely-used approach for attitude measurement is the Likert 
scale. In addition, Metsämuuronen (2003: 39) states that the Likert scale is especially used when 
such aspects as attitudes or motivation are being measured. He adds that the subject personally 
evaluates what his or her perception of a claim or question is. Robson (1993: 256-257) states that 
there are benefits to this type of scale. The items in it can look interesting to people and they like 
to fill in a scale of this kind. Consequently, they are then more likely to answer considerately 
rather than perfunctorily. As the object of this study was teachers’ attitudes, the Likert scale 
appeared to suit its purposes quite well. Because the topic was also directly linked to the 
respondents’ profession, they would presumably consider the answers rather carefully.  
 
 
Two variables were created for the assessment: acceptability and usability. This is because 
English teachers are certainly well aware of language standards that often define what is 
acceptable and what is not. They also actively maintain these standards by informing the pupils 
about what is correct and how to speak the language “in the right way”. Nevertheless, the 
variable “usability” was added in order to find out whether or not they would be less strict in 
terms of the use of the expressions in spoken contexts.  
 
Two open questions were included in the study in order to gather more information on the teachers’ 
attitudes in general. The teachers were allowed to clarify their assessments in one of the open 
questions: “On what grounds did you evaluate the acceptability and usability of the sentences?” The 
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answers might reveal some central beliefs that lie behind their answers and reflect their general 
tolerance towards non-standard usage of English. As they were not given a clear context for the 
expressions, the open question might also demonstrate the fact that the teachers understand the 
usage somewhat differently. (Some of the factors affecting this might, for example, be the 
background of the speaker of the expression or the environment in which the communication takes 
place). The other open question gave background information about world Englishes and then asked 
the teachers three separate sub- questions: “How do you feel about this development? How does it 
affect you as an English teacher? Could you imagine including these different forms of English into 
your teaching?”  
Both open questions were analyzed by data-based content analysis. According to Eskola and 
Suoranta (1998: 19), qualitative research can be approached with no preconditions. Furthermore, 
they (ibid) state that it is suitable especially when on would like to gain basic information of a 
certain phenomenon. The open questions aimed to do this by asking the teachers how they relate to 
the issue personally. Qualitative data can be analyzed by creating different themes that illuminate 
the research problem and then present a collection of citations (Eskola & Suoranta 1998: 174). The 
current study analyzed the open questions with this method.  
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5. Results 
 
The major part of the questionnaire consisted of different non-standard morphosyntactic features 
of spoken English from various corners of the world. The example sentences were presented to 
the teachers without a context because the given context might have affected their answers. 
Presumably, the answers would have been different if the given context had been, for example, 
communication between native speakers of English. The example sentences in the questionnaire 
broke the grammar rules of Standard English one way or the other. Nevertheless, it was clear that 
some of them would be considered as more unacceptable than others. 
 
5.1 Acceptability 
 
The acceptability of the features is discussed next. This aspect was approached through one of 
the research questions and hypothesis. To recall them at this point, the first research question was 
the following:  
1) How acceptable do teachers of English in Finland consider the syntactic non-
standard features to be within the varieties? 
The first hypotheses set for the questionnaire was directly linked to this research question: 
1) The respondents are fairly reluctant to consider the features as acceptable. This 
is because native-speaker models are still dominant in English language 
teaching.  
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The example sentences had to be evaluated from 1 to 5, the qualitative scale being very poor - 
quite poor – doubtful – quite good – very good. The given context was spoken language.  If the 
respondent evaluated the sentence either 4 or 5, otherwise quite good or very good, it was clear 
that the expression was considered more acceptable than unacceptable. The teachers’ answers 
indicate that the first hypothesis held true in terms of many of the features. The following chart 
illustrates the overall percentages for values 4 and 5 with regard to the acceptability of the 
features assessed by the teachers. The examples are abbreviated from the original length.  
 
Figure 5.1 
 
Firstly, it can be seen that the teachers think that some expressions are arguably more acceptable 
than others. The chart indicates that there was the total of six expressions that were judged more 
often acceptable than unacceptable. These six expressions and the morphosyntactic features they 
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represent can be viewed in Appendix II from most to least acceptable. All six were evaluated to 
be either quite good or very good in over half of the cases, the percentages varying between 90. 
1% and 54.4%. The two examples that were ranked the most acceptable were example 5, You 
guys should know this (90.1%) and example 18, “She’s at the hospital” (73.3%). The features 
that they represent are “Using forms or phrases for the second person plural pronoun other than 
you” and “The use of definite article when Standard English favors zero”   
 
Secondly, the chart reveals that 15 expressions, which is clearly the majority, were most often 
considered very poor, quite poor or doubtful. They can be observed, from most to least 
acceptable, in Appendix III. In fact, in terms of these 15 expressions, the highest percentage 
value for alternatives quite good and very good is only 28.9 %. There were also seven 
expressions that were assessed acceptable in less than 10.0 % of the answers. The two 
expressions that received the poorest percentages were “She like me” (2.0%) and “We are 
knowing each other” (0.7%). The features they exemplify are “Dropping the third person present 
tense –s and “Wider range of uses of progressive be + V-ing than in Standard English: extension 
to stative verbs”. 
 
In many cases the more universal the feature was, the higher the teachers ranked it. (See 
Appendix III and IV). Thus, three examples (no 5, 7 and 11), which stood for the two most 
widely distributed features, “Using forms or phrases for the second person plural pronoun other 
than you” and “Me instead of I in coordinate subjects” were among the six most acceptable 
features. However, the frequency of the feature did not always correlate with acceptability. Let 
us look at example 18, She’s at the hospital,  and  example 9, She like me,  which exemplify 
features “ Use of definite article when StE favors Zero” and “Dropping the third person present 
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tense –s”. Feature 18 is found in less than half of the varieties (46%) whereas feature 9 is found 
in over two thirds (68%) of the varieties. Nevertheless, example 18 was assessed more often 
acceptable than unacceptable, whereas example 6 was ranked very poor.  
 
5.2 Usability 
 
The usability of the features is observed next. Again, a research question and a hypothesis were 
constructed to find out what the teachers’ attitudes might be.  The second research question was 
the following: 
2) How usable do they (teachers) consider the features? 
The second hypothesis, in turn, aimed to predict the results: 
3) I expect to receive different answers in terms of acceptability and usability. 
Teachers may consider some forms as unacceptable but nevertheless usable 
because the communicative goal is being fulfilled.  
The following chart shows the distribution of answers. As well as in the previous chart, it 
illustrates the overall percentages for values 4 and 5 but this time usability was evaluated: 
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Figure 5.2 
 
 
Firstly, as the chart illustrates, according to the teachers’ answers the grade of usability varied 
between the expressions. However, this time there was the total of 14 sentences that were 
evaluated more often usable than unusable. They are listed in Appendix II, form most to least 
usable. The percentage values vary between and 96, 6 % and 50.3%. Compared to the results of 
acceptability, there were eight more expressions that were judged quite good or very good in 
over half of the cases. Thus, they were considered rather usable than unusable. Similarly to the 
results of acceptability the feature “Using forms or phrases for the second person plural pronoun 
other than you” and the exemplifying expression no 5, You guys should know this was again 
ranked the highest (96.6%). The feature “Me instead of I in coordinate subjects” along with 
example no 11, Me and my friend call each other every day was regarded as the second usable 
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(91.2%). However, there were still also examples that were regarded neither acceptable, nor 
usable, as seven expressions were ranked more often unusable than usable. They can be reviewed 
in detail in Appendix III. The two examples that were ranked the poorest represented the features 
“Wider range of uses of progressive be + V-ing than in StE: extension to stative verbs” and 
“Invariant, non-concord tags”. Therefore, the teachers considered example 19, We are knowing 
each other (14.7%) and example no 3,   Those men use bad language, isn't it? (10.1%) as the 
least usable expressions.    
 
Similarly to the results of acceptability, many examples of the more widely distributed features 
were also considered as usable (See Appendix IV and V). Nevertheless, the teachers did not 
always rank more frequent features high, example 3, Those men use bad language, isn’t it? , 
being a case in point. The feature “invariant non-concord tags” is found in over two thirds (67%) 
of the varieties but was evaluated the poorest (10.1%) . The feature “would in if clauses”, in 
contrast, is found in approximately one third of the varieties. Still, Example 20, The study would 
have been different if I would have used a biggest sample, was ranked more often usable than 
unusable (50.4%).  
 
5.3 Acceptability vs. usability 
 
If the results had been very similar as for acceptability and usability, the conclusion would have 
been that the respondents consider the two aspects to be one and the same thing. Whereas in the 
contrary situation, in other words, the teachers evaluating acceptability stricter than usability, 
they could be interpreted to represent two slightly different aspects of language usage. The 
 44 
 
following chart illustrates how the evaluations of the acceptability and usability of the 21 
expressions differ: 
 
Figure 5.3 
 
 
As well as in the earlier charts, the percentages stand for values 4 and 5, in other words for 
definitions quite good and very good.  The above chart clearly points out that the teachers 
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evaluated acceptability differently than usability. Every expression received higher percentage 
values when usability was assessed. Therefore, the tendency seems to support the other 
hypothesis set for the study. When analysed statistically, it appears that despite example 5, each 
difference was statistically significant (Appendix VI). The possible reason why the difference 
between acceptability and usability in example 5 is not statistically significant is probably the 
overall tolerance towards the non-standard form “you guys”. Nevertheless, these numbers do not 
yet reveal why the teachers had evaluated acceptability more strictly than usability. 
 
5.4 Acceptability and usability: age-related results 
The quantitative data of this study was also observed age-wise. The analysis of the data 
attempted to discover if the evaluations of the older teachers differentiated from those of their 
younger colleagues. Returning to the interpretation of the results, values from 1 to 3 given to the 
expressions were classified unacceptable rather than acceptable, whereas values 4 and 5 were 
classified acceptable rather than unacceptable. The results suggest that the younger teachers, 
aged between 24 and 50, tend to evaluate the expressions more strictly than the older teachers, 
who were aged between 51 and 65. In fact, there is very highly significant variation between 
these two age groups (Appedix VI). A possible explanation could be that due to their work and 
life experience, the older teachers have become more tolerant towards deviation from the 
standards.  
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5.5 Acceptability and usability: the teachers’ comments 
 
In the following section, the teachers’ comments with regard to the acceptability and usability 
are reviewed. As mentioned earlier, besides a reference for spoken language, the teachers were 
not given a specific context for the expressions. Therefore, it was presumed that they might 
conceive both the concept of acceptability and usability differently. However, the ability to 
communicate a meaning was assumed to affect the judgements by manifesting more tolerance 
towards usability in the data. After the teachers had evaluated the expressions they were asked to 
clarify their judgements by answering the following question: 
 
On what grounds did you evaluate the acceptability and usability of the sentences? 
 
The teachers’ answers indicate quite clearly that most of them indeed acknowledge the 
differences between acceptability and usability. As the question was one entity, it was not 
possible to organize all answers according to acceptability and usability because not all teachers 
had differentiated their opinions between the two aspects.  However, the majority of them 
specified how they evaluated the two aspects separately. References to StE, correctness and 
mistakes were interpreted as being grammatical issues. Of all comments that did view 
acceptability separately, the majority, 54 mentions, (69.2%) associate acceptability with 
grammar. When comments by those who did not differentiate between acceptability and usability 
are included, still 43.2% of them are justified by grammatical issues.  The following extracts 
illustrate these ideas:  
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Example 11 
“I judged the sentences first (acceptability) in terms of how grave the "grammatical 
error" was 
 
Example 2 
“Acceptability: Whether the sentence was grammatically correct or not 
 
Example 3 
“I jugded the acceptability in terms of whether it could be used in some context in 
standard English  
 
Whereas many teachers relate grammar to acceptability, there are other perspectives to the issue 
as well. There were six other reasons that were mentioned more than once but they are quite 
marginal. The second biggest group adds up to 4.8%, six references altogether, and reflects 
emphasis on native speaker norms. The following quotes reveal these type of attitudes:  
Example 4 
 
“I saw some things as acceptable if they were native speaker -like even when they 
deviate from the norm, "youse" being an example if this. If a student used that 
particular pronoun, for instance, I'd be impressed because it'd mean they'd probably 
had some contact with native speakers.” 
 
 
 
Example 5 
 
“how natives might feel.” 
 
Both comments emphasize native speakers as the ones who are legitimate in determining how 
English should be spoken. Furthermore, other factors that had motivated the teachers’ evaluation 
more than once were their own usage/opinion, classroom context, the intelligibility of the 
expression and the norms of written English.  
                                                          
1 Unless otherwise stated, all examples presented are verbatim from the sources 
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The majority of the teachers specified their reasons for the evaluation of usability as well and 
whereas grammatical correctness seems to correlate most often with acceptability, it is 
communicative success that plays the major role in terms of usability in the teachers’ opinion. 
When comments are narrowed down to those that view usability separately, there are 55 
references (71.4 %) to communicative aspects. Again, the numbers are different depending on 
whether or not all answers are included. Of all comments, still 44,3 % refer to communication. 
Similarly to the comments on acceptability, other reasons for evaluation receive only little 
attention. The second largest group of comments, 9.7 %, consists of references to spoken 
language as a yardstick. However, the teachers were already instructed to answer based on the 
context of spoken language. Thus, these comments only stress the division between spoken and 
written language. Finally, another motivation that was mentioned more than once was the 
frequency of use. The more the expression is heard, the more usable it is considered to be.  
 
Some of the teachers did not differentiate between the concepts of acceptability and usability 
when answering the question. Neither did all of them refer to any general guidelines or 
authorities that might have affected their judgements. There were, altogether, 47 (37.9 %) 
comments in which the evaluation with regard to acceptability and usability was not clearly 
specified. The following quotes exemplify these comments 
 
Example 6  
“The way the forms convey[e]d the actual meaning was crucial.” 
 
Example 7 
“By my experiences and knowledge.” 
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Example 8 
“Knowledge of grammar and intuition” 
 
Example 9 
“Gut feeling.” 
 
 
In example 6 the teacher does not reveal whether or not she or he has evaluated acceptability and 
usability differently.  However, getting the message across seems to have been the central 
criterion in this case. Grammar was mentioned in several answers as well, example 8 being a 
case in point. Supposedly, despite the vagueness of the rest of the responses, the teachers rely on 
what they have learned and experienced of the language. They have been exposed to certain 
models and language usage. Also, as professional language educators, they probably follow 
some principles that they consider to be important in terms of language learning.  
 
However, in spite of the tendency to emphasize communicativeness, native models are still 
guiding the way some teachers approach and evaluate the topic. Although these types of 
comments are in the minority, they are still worth paying attention to:  
 
 
Example 10 
“I thought which sentences native speakers might accept or use themselves in 
spoken language.” 
 
Example 11 
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“According to my instinct mostly:  what I thought would be acceptable and usable, 
although I wouldn't really know how native speakers think about them.” 
 
 
Example 12 
“On correct grammar and how I have heard English spoken when in England.” 
 
Example 13 
“What makes the sentences acceptable is perhaps the number of times you actually 
hear native speakers use those phrases. If it sounds foreign, it's probably wrong.” 
 
 
In the first extract, the teacher considers native speakers’ views and usage as an appropriate 
model for evaluation and in the second comment the teacher is worried about how native 
speakers would feel when hearing the expressions. In example 12, the teacher relies on 
experiences in one of the inner circle environments, England. In the last extract, in turn, 
“sounding foreign” is associated with “wrong”. All these comments suggest that a tendency to 
favour native models still exists with regard to English teachers in Finland.  
 
5.6 The teachers’ personal perceptions of the issue 
 
This study also attempted to determine how the teachers relate to the issue personally. The 
purpose of this was to expose their perceptions as language educators. The open question first 
gave background information about the current status of English in the world and entailed three 
separate sub-questions in the end.  
Open question 2 
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What are Contact Varieties of English and English as a lingua franca and how 
does that affect me? 
English is spoken in multiple ways today. Contact Varieties of English have developed   
and acquired specific features as the language has been influenced by another 
language/languages.  They have emerged over time due to historical, political and 
social factors, for example due to colonialization and immigration. Many speakers of 
Contact Varieties of English use the language for specific purposes, for example in 
educational settings, and it may not always be their first language. Some examples of 
Contact Varieties of English are Kenyan English, Singaporean English, and Welsh 
English. English as a Lingua Franca, in turn, generally refers to English spoken 
between people who do not share a common language. With regard to English, we are 
now in a situation where non-native speakers outnumber native speakers. When 
speakers of Contact Varieties of English and/or English as a lingua franca speakers 
communicate, they may use pronunciation, grammar and vocabulary that differs from 
standard native expressions. However, they usually understand each other fairly well. 
I would like to know: How do you feel about this development? How does it affect you 
as an English teacher? Could you imagine including these different forms of English 
into your teaching? 
 
 
5.6.1 The first sub-question: How do you feel about the development? 
 
 
The teachers’ answers to the three sub-questions were organized by creating separate categories that 
represent their views on them.  The first sub-question discussed the teachers’ feelings about this 
development. It produced a multiple number of diverse answers. Some teachers were quite unhappy 
with the development while others regarded it as a positive phenomenon. The categories that aim to 
xcrepresent the different stands that the teachers took were named the following: 1) Compliant or 
neutral attitudes, 2) conditionally compliant attitudes, 3) negative attitudes and 4) other attitudes.  
The last category received only two comments which did not fit neatly into the other descriptions 
and is therefore not discussed further. The other four are viewed next. 
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There were, altogether, 77 comments on the first sub-question. The first category entails all those 
responses that considered the development as something positive, natural or inevitable. Most 
answers (62.3 %) supported these ideas. The next quotes illustrate the views that fall into this 
category called “compliant or neutral attitudes”:  
 
Example 14 
” I feel totally comfortable with the idea of continuous language change and 
cannot always understand why some colleagues regard it as a threat to the 
English they know 
 
Example 15 
“It is what it is, languages evolve.” 
 
Example 16 
“I thinks it's a natural development.” 
 
 
Many teachers consider the development to be natural and acknowledge the dynamic nature of 
language (Jenkins 2009, 33), as the above comments exemplify.  However, at the same time, a 
number of teachers accept the development only to a certain extent or are concerned about its 
effects. Therefore, comments that reflect such views were categorized as “conditionally compliant 
attitudes” and they formed the second largest (20.8%) group of answers. Some teachers were quite 
unwilling to accept the changes in written language. They would prefer standards and rules in 
written English but are more tolerant towards variation in spoken English. Returning to Trudgill and 
Hannah (1982: 1) the teachers’ views are in line with the idea that StE manifests more in written 
language.  Others acknowledge the change but would like to adhere to StE. They do not reject the 
development as such but are would like StE to continue to be at the center of language education. 
The following quotes illustrate these conditionally compliant views: 
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  Example 17 
 “I'm sure it's okay - especially when spoken - but I don't see it influencing grammar as 
such. In a language you should be able to say this is correct in most cases, otherwise 
you'll lose the essence of it.” 
 
Teacher no 18:  
“The ability of people from different cultures to communicate with each other is a 
positive thing, but I wouldn't present Singaporean English rules and usages to Finnish 
students as equally legitimate and valid to American or British English rules and 
usages.” 
 
 
 
Example 19: 
“I think it is good to learn a standard version of English and then depending on one's 
dialect speak in the way that coms natural to them. I do think proper grammar is 
always necessary. It's like being dressed properly, neatly and elegantly. The other is 
sloppy and shows a lack of education.  
 
 
 
The first commentator wants to differentiate between written English and spoken English and 
associates correct English with grammar. The second commentator, apparently, although accepting 
the development, values StE over other varieties. The last commentator is at ease with different 
dialects but favors “proper grammar”, presumably referring to StE  The quote is quite illustrative in 
terms of how language ideologies shape our perceptions of, for example, the beauty or horridness of 
languages and varieties (Pietikäinen S., Solin, A. 2012: 325-326). The teacher associates 
grammatical correctness with elegance and neatness, while other forms are considered as sloppy 
and lower-class. 
 
 However, some teachers were much were much more negative in expressing their attitudes towards 
the phenomenon. Their comments composed a category called “negative attitudes”, which added up 
to 14.3% of all the responses: 
 
Example 20:  
“I'm not in the least interested in contact varieties or all that. There has to be one 
variety of English on which learning and teaching are based, and I don't see how that 
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could be any other than native British/American English. I don't think teaching 
Kenyan English, or even Welsh, is an option. 
 
Example 21:  
“I'm not very pleased with it, but still it is coming more and more common to use 
"incorrect" English.” 
 
Example 22: 
 “It is quite understandable that non-native speakers use the language as we saw in 
your examples. As an English teacher it always makes me feel..sad...or even irritated.” 
 
 
All comments above indicate quite clearly that the respondents value StE over other varieties.  The 
first commentator would limit the appropriate models even within the inner-circle varieties by 
teaching exclusively British and American English. Interestingly, the last two comments indicate 
that the respondents do not consider the example expressions as native usage and correct although 
they are taken from corpuses that include inner circle varieties, too.  
 
 
5.6.2 The second sub-question: How does it affect you as an English teacher? 
 
In the second sub-question the teachers were expected to explain how the phenomenon might affect 
their teaching. Again, the teachers’ answers were rather disharmonious. Some teachers were of the 
opinion that the issue does not have any effect on their teaching. Others, in turn, acknowledged that 
they need to raise awareness and loosen the standards. The various attitudes are presented in the 
following five categories: 1) communicative competence/ tolerance in spoken language, 2) the 
promotion of language awareness/self-reflection 3) adherence to the standards but 
information/acknowledgment of variation, 4) adherence to standards, and 5) other. Again there were 
only three comments that fell into the last category and therefore they are not observed in further 
extent.  The teachers’ comments with regard to the first four categories are discussed next. 
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There was the total of 95 comments on this sub-question. Many teachers expressed rather positive 
attitudes towards variation and some of them were willing to take the phenomenon into 
consideration in their own teaching. These views were entailed in a group of answeres called “the 
promotion of language awareness/self-reflection”, which received the most comments (29.5%). The 
comment was included in this category if it reflected the aim to promote language awareness 
beyond inner circle norms or the teacher’s willingness to become more conscious of variation. The 
next quotes are specimens of these attitudes.  
 
Example 26 
“I think that the more dialects my students hear and learn to understand, prepares them 
to the situation of non-natives speaking English.” 
 
 
Example 27 
“I feel there should be more room for different varieties of English in the curriculum. 
This would take emphasis away from grammar and make it easier to include cultural 
topics, too. 
 
 
 
The first comment shows that the respondent is willing to widen the perspective from inner-circle 
norms towards alternative ways of communicating in English. It is one of the few in which non-
native communication is mentioned. The latter commentator makes a valid point: if grammar is 
emphasized to a great extent, there is less room for cultural topics in the curriculum.  
 
One of the views that quite a few teachers shared in this study was that the deviation from standards 
is secondary if the meaning is conveyed, in spoken language especially. They also argued that 
spoken language is to be separated from the  written. Therefore, the second group of answers was 
named “communicative competence/ tolerance in spoken language”. Altogether 27.4% of the 
comments fell into this category.  The next two comments reflect these standpoints:  
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Example 23 
 “I emphasize my students that we try to learn to speak English idiomatically on the 
lessons, as native speakers do. But smaller mistakes do not ruin the understanding of 
language. In spoken language being able to understand is crucial.” 
 
Example 24 
“In a way we have to teach two languages, spoken and written. In spoken language we 
have to accept things that we don't accept in writing.” 
 
 
Nevertheless, as the first quote indicates, a teacher may express a positive attitude in terms of the 
communicative approach but at the same time expect the students to conform to native speaker 
norms. The respondent’s own language ideaology, in other words a language user’s   “beliefs and 
perceptions of language” (Mäntynen (2012: 323) are observable in the first comment. The teacher 
believes that an inner circle variety serves best students’ needs and is therefore favorable. The 
second comment points out how the differences between spoken and written language have to be 
taken into consideration in teaching. It also suggests that the norms of spoken language are more 
flexible than those of written language.  
 
There were also teachers who would like keep the standards as they are but they would take the 
variation into account and might inform their students about it. This group of answers was named 
“adherence to the standards but information /acknowledgement of variation”. Approximately one 
fifth (21.1%)  of the comments represented such ideas. Typical examples of these kind of attitudes 
manifest in the following quotes: 
 
Example 28 
“Those varieties are presented and discussed to some extent in course books, but I 
stick to standard English in my teaching. I mention that English have variations and 
they are natural as language has a tendency to change over time.” 
 
Example 29 
“I have already informed the students about these changes and different forms, as I 
am myself interested in them. The deciding factor as to what to teach, however, is the 
Curriculum.” 
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The first commentator observes the variation that already exists in the current study materials. 
Apparently, although British and American English are the most common models used in European 
schools (Gnutzmann and Intemann 2008, 17), there is some variation in the course books. However, 
as the latter comment implies, the current curriculum is not leaving much leeway for including 
different varieties and the teacher was not the only one acknowledging it. There were a few other 
comments in the data as well noticing the role of Curriculum as a restrictive factor.  Since the study 
books offered by different publishers are expected to comply with the Curriculum, the teacher’s 
comment suggests that their perspective could be more diverse.  
 
The fourth main category includes comments by those teachers who did not want to move away 
from the standards, neither did they express any need to acknowledge the variation. These 
comments were placed under a category called “adherence to standards”, one comment out of five 
(20.0%) representing such views. The following quotes exemplify attitudes that fall into this entity:  
 
 
Example 30: 
“I don't really feel it affects me, because I teach English in a primary school 
setting.” 
 
Example 31: 
“I don't think that it will affect teaching much because it wouldn't be reasonable 
or practical to intentionally teach "incorrect" forms of English to our students. I 
will still teach "correct" English because knowing that will help the students 
most in e.g. their future working life.” 
 
Example 32: 
“As a language teacher I teach Standard English and do my utmost to eradicate 
Finnish interference from my students' repertoire. If not, they would not do too 
well in the matriculation exam, nor in English-speaking working life. Teaching 
non-standard features can only go so far; otherwise we run the risk of our 
students' English becoming increasingly incoherent and that should not be the 
aim of foreign language teaching.” 
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The first commentator suggests that the current development with regard to the English language is 
not an issue at primary school settings. Arguably, at that stage, children are acquiring basic skills 
and their readiness to understand larger entities is limited. However, in terms of cultural topics or 
different accents the models do not have to be from the inner circle. The latter commentators, in 
turn, justify the use of StE by referring to students’ needs: success in the  matriculation examination 
and their future working life. However, these expectations and ideals that teachers set for students, 
avoiding “incorrect English” and Finnish interference, can become constraints to individuals. 
Returning to Räisänen (2012: 215), an individual may see his or her language skills as abnormal 
because a certain level of proficiency and way of speaking is not attained. This can become a 
constraint to the individual, which leads into the state of “having no language” (Räisänen 
2012:224).  
 
5.6.3 The third sub-question: Could you imagine including these different forms of English into 
your teaching? 
 
The last sub-question inquired about the teachers’ willingness to incorporate the different forms of 
English into their teaching. The question was rather general as there are many possible ways to 
approach the topic in teaching. There were 66 comments on this question. Similarly to the other two 
sub-questions, the teachers were not very united in their opinions. The various views were named 1) 
1) conditionally compliant attitudes, 3) negative attitudes, and 2) compliant attitudes, and 4) other 
attitudes. The last category includes only a few answers that did not answer the question directly 
and is therefore not discussed further.  
 59 
 
Almost half of the teachers, 47.0 %,  was willing to take the subject into consideration but on some 
condition(s).  Therefore, the first category, which was also the largest one, was named 
“conditionally compliant attitudes”. The next quotes illustrate these type of views: 
 
Example 35 
 “Why not, but I try to teach the kind of English that I know and that is standard British 
English. I think it is enough for learners to recognize differences between British and 
American English.” 
 
Example 36 
“I do include these forms into my teaching by showing that they are wrong.. But not in a 
way that they are OK to use.” 
 
Example 37 
“At the moment, English taught in high schools in Finland rely heavily on Standard 
English, and the varieties are mainly touched upon when dealing with different cultures. It 
would be interesting to include different Contact varieties in   some specialization course, 
but I do not think there is much room for them in co[m]pulsory courses.” 
 
 
The first commentator does not reject the idea of bringing variation into the classroom but does not 
find it necessary. The teacher’s opinion supports the traditional position of  British and American 
varieties as appropriate models for language learners (Trudgill and Hannah 1982: 1-2) The second 
comment indicates that some teachers do not consider non-standard varieties legitimate but rather 
‘deviant’ or ‘broken’ (Schneider 2007: 8). Finally, the last comment reveals that teachers’ hands are 
often tied because English language teaching at high school is based on StE.  Apparently, as long as 
this does not change, it is difficult to widen the perspective towards more varied models.  
 
There were many teachers who rejected the idea of bringing the non-standard varieties into their 
classroom. These attitudes were therefore named negative attitudes and they constituted the second 
largest group of answers (24.2%).  Some illustrative examples of such opinions are presented 
below: 
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Example 38 
I don't feel it is necessary to teach these forms, just to inform the students that "bad 
English" is the most common language in the world today. 
 
  Example 39 
“It is a bit confusing. It could be possible to include different forms of English into my 
teaching, but because of matriculation exams it's impossible. There you don't get any 
credit from being able to communicate and just understand English, you need to use 
grammatically correct English...” 
 
  
The first comment points out again how language ideologies shape people’s perceptions of the 
beauty or horridness of languages and varieties (Mäntynen, A., et al. 2012: 325-326). In the 
teacher’s opinion, the non-standard forms represent bad English.  It also reflects modernist 
language ideologies, which reject hybridity because authenticity that manifests in clear and linear 
features distinguishes a labelled language (Bauman and Briggs 2003: page number not told, as 
cited in Blommaert et al 2012: 5) The second comment, in turn, exhibits that teachers are in a 
dilemma: although communicative aspects are ostensibly valued, testing relies on StE and 
restricts the choice of appropriate models. This applies especially to high school environments.  
 
The third largest (22.7%) category entails responses by those teachers that were quite at ease with 
variation and were ready to bring the different forms into the classroom. The following comments 
exemplify these “compliant attitudes”:  
Example  33: 
 “Yes, I do already include these different forms into my teaching by encouraging 
communication, cultural awareness of not only mainly Anglophone countries and regions 
and awareness of standard versus non-standard varieties (when it is important to follow 
some standard and when not so important).” 
 
 
Example 34:  
“I could well include examples. To what extent, would depend on what kind of English I 
was teaching. It would be more important if I was teaching a course of "everyday 
workplace ". 
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The first respondent acknowledges the fact that speakers of English come from various 
backgrounds and points out the context of communication: the need to follow the standards is 
situation-based. The latter respondent is also compliant towards different forms and could utilize 
them more on certain types of tailored courses that would have to do with the  “everyday 
workplace”. Interestingly, the comment is quite contrary to the one in the previous chapter, in which 
the other teacher believed that StE prepares the students for their future working life.   
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6. Discussion 
 
6.1 General 
 
The results of the study are encouraging but at the same time slightly contradictory. Let us now 
return to the issue of standard English. Jenkins (2009: 33) considers standard language as the 
model for educational goals and as prestigious because other varieties are being compared with 
it. Furthermore, according to Trudgill and Hannah (1982: 1-2) standard American English and 
standard British English, with the specification of North American English as the term for 
American English, have been largely taught to learners. The results of this study suggest that 
these two variants still have a rather strong influence when English teachers in Finland define 
what acceptable use of the language is. Although the given context for the expressions was 
spoken language, which arguably allows much more variation in comparison to written language, 
only six expressions were evaluated more often acceptable than unacceptable. A rather strict 
attitude of this kind implies that the teachers have most likely been judging the acceptability of 
the sentences according to traditional standard native varieties of English and their written 
norms.  
 
However, the results of the usability suggest that the teachers view the two aspects somewhat 
differently. Apparently, standards are not emphasized as greatly when the usage of the language 
is considered. As in Murray’s (2003:147-165) study, the English teachers in Finland principally 
favored communication over “errors”. When the teachers were asked about their motivation for 
the evaluation of usability and acceptability in the first question, their role as language educators 
was observable. Because StE is the model for educational goals (Jenkins 2009: 33) it should 
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come as little wonder that grammatical aspects and therefore StE plays a major role when the 
teachers evaluated acceptability. Nevertheless, the evaluation of usability was often justified by 
communicative success. Apparently, the tendency to emphasize intelligibility suggests that the 
teachers acknowledge the importance of CLT (Savignon 2002, 1).  This study did not yet fully 
reveal if the teachers actually thought the expressions were desirable. Although the usefulness of 
them was acknowledged, the rather severe attitude towards acceptability implies that they may 
not consider them as appropriate models for their students.  
 
When the evaluations of acceptability and usability were compared to the frequency of the 
features, it was observed that they did not always correlate with each other. The explanation 
might be, as Murray suggested based on her study (2004: 160), that teachers tend to be less 
tolerant towards structures that reflect violations of taught rules. The third person –s, which is 
missing in She like me, is one of the first rules taught at primary school and was rated poor. On 
the contrary, the teachers had less doubts about “would in if clauses”, as in The study would have 
been different if we would have used a bigger sample, which is taught to more advanced learners,  
although the feature is not as widely distributed.  
 
The concepts of usability and communication are closely linked to the status of English in the 
world today. When reflecting back to Kachru’s (1988: 3-8) theory of three concentric circles of 
English, the speakers of English in the outer and expanding circles often have different interests 
from those in the inner circle.  They use it mainly either as an additional language for specific 
purposes in the society or as a lingua franca in communication with other non-native speakers. In 
such circumstances it is less important to conform to native speaker norms and the ability to 
communicate a meaning is crucial. Apparently, the teachers value mutual understanding in 
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general. However, some teachers still tend to think that the interlocutor is most likely a native 
speaker. It would have been interesting to see the results if the set context had been non-native 
speech versus the speech of a speaker representing a certain variety. The teachers might have 
been more tolerant of non-standard native expressions because they cannot be considered learner 
errors.  
 
The other two open questions of the study revealed that the teachers took very different stands 
when they were allowed to express their opinion on the status of English in the world and of the 
incorporation of the different forms in their own teaching. Their reactions imply that the teachers 
approach the subject from various language ideology perspectives. Returning to Bauman and 
Briggs (2003, page number not told, as cited in Blommaert et al 2012: 5), hybridity is 
problematic in the light of modernist language ideologies. Apparently, not all teachers welcomed 
diversity. Even those who acknowledged the development were quite unwilling to move away 
from the standards, especially in terms of grammar. Thus, modernist language ideologies are 
rather influential among English teachers. However, their recognition of the importance of 
communication implies that there is a collision between the norms and the “real world”. The 
teachers are well aware of the fact that spoken English varies but it is more considered as a 
“necessary evil” whereas the “right” English manifests in StE.   
 
Due to the framework of their work, English teachers follow certain aims set for language 
education and they may not be in line with the various ways that English is spoken today around 
the world. In Ranta’s (2010) study it was observed that “school English” is still surrounded by 
standard models and goals, most likely due to the examinations at the end of upper secondary 
education.  Similarly, a number of teachers mentioned the role of the curriculum in their 
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comments in this current study. It is unfortunate that the curriculum and especially the Finnish 
matriculation examination relies so heavily on StE. If spoken English was valued equally, 
English language teaching would follow different principles. Personal opinion suggests that in 
terms of English taught at junior high school and high school, some of the lessons/courses could 
be based on the global usage of spoken English only. This would shift the emphasis from StE, 
which is more or less written oriented, to spoken English and give teachers more leeway to 
promote communication in the classroom. Apparently, it would also encourage the students to 
utilize their linguistic resources instead of seeing them as abnormal as in Räisänen’s study (2012, 
215), although a certain level of proficiency is not attained.  
 
6.2 Evaluation of this study 
 
A considerable amount of teachers answered the questionnaire. Therefore, this study offers a 
quite valuable overview of their attitudes. The loose definition of the context was a conscious 
choice because the teachers would more likely answer instinctively. However, it also restricts the 
interpretation of the results. It cannot be unambiguously known which kinds of situations the 
teachers have been thinking of when they evaluated the expressions. Also, some of the teachers 
still stick to the norms of written language, although the given context was spoken language. The 
respondents of this study were a rather heterogeneous group and they represented various school 
levels.  Therefore, a further study of this subject could be conducted, for example, by comparing 
the results of teachers of different school levels or institutions. In addition, teachers could be 
asked in one of the open questions about how the global role of English could be better 
acknowledged in English language teaching. This critique might help one discover how the 
curriculum could be developed in order to respond students’ needs in real life 
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6.3. Conclusion 
 
Due to its global spread, English is spoken in multiple ways today.  In Finland, just as in many 
other countries, English serves a special function as a medium for international communication. 
The standards and examples of traditional native usage play a less central role in this 
development. This study discussed the attitudes of English teachers, who are at work in Finland, 
towards non-standard usage within English that is common among many contact varieties of 
English and also their attitudes towards the use of English as a lingua franca. The results suggest 
that the teachers are quite unwilling to find most of the non-standard expressions acceptable. 
Grammatical incorrectness or deviance from Standard English is often the reason for this. Older 
teachers evaluated the expressions more strictly than their younger colleagues. In addition, a 
tendency to use native models as a criterion is still observable in the teachers’ comments. 
However, the teachers do, in many cases, acknowledge the usefulness of the expressions if they 
consider them communicative.  The open questions of the study reveal that the teachers relate to 
the issue in various ways. Firstly, most of them do not oppose the development or accept it to a 
certain extent. When asked about how the issue affects their own teaching, the reactions vary 
from open-minded to very conservative attitudes. However, most teachers were willing to 
somehow acknowledge the issue in their teaching or pointed out their liberal attitudes towards 
spoken language. In addition, most teachers were willing to bring the non-standard forms into 
their classroom but in many cases as less legitimate usage compared to Standard English  
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Appendix 1 
 
Questionnaire for English teachers 
Lomake on ajastettu: julkisuus alkaa 24.2.2014 12.30 ja päättyy 7.3.2014 0.00 
  
Dear respondent, 
  
I am a 26-year-old English major student originally from Leppävirta and currently studying at the University of Eastern 
Finland,  minoring in Pedagogical Studies and Swedish. Thus, my goal is to become a language teacher.  This 
questionnaire is a part of my English language and culture Master's Thesis. It relates to the status of English in the world 
and the implications of this in English language teaching. The background questions are at the end of the questionnaire 
to minimize their potential effect on your preconceptions of the topic. 
  
I would be very thankful if you could find time to answer my questions. By filling out the questionnaire you will not only 
help me but also contribute to current research on English language teaching. The questionnaire consists mostly of 
multiple-choice questions and is therefore quick to answer. In addition, to make this a two-way thing, I have set up  a 
lottery. By answering the questionnaire, you may win an S-group gift certificate of fifty (50) euro. Further instructions 
for the lottery are at the end of the questionnaire. The winner will be contacted personally. 
  
PLEASE COMPLETE THE QUESTIONNAIRE BY 6th of March 2014. 
  
All the responses will be analyzed anonymously and according to good scientific practices. 
  
If you have any questions or concerns you can contact me by email. 
  
Regards, 
  
Elisa Nykänen 
University of Eastern Finland 
  
elisaki@student.uef.fi 
 
 
 
 
  
  
  
Acceptability and usability 1/4 
In these first four (4) sections you are expected to to judge, on the one hand, how acceptable, and on the other, how 
usable you consider the example sentences. The given context is spoken language. Please follow your own ear for 
languages when rating the sentences. The scale is the following: 
  
Scale 
  
very good 
fairly good  
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doubtful  
fairly poor  
very poor 
  
Sentence 1 
 
very 
poor 
fairly 
poor 
doubtful fairly 
good 
very 
good 
You study engineering, no? (acceptability) 
     
You study engineering, no? (usability) 
     
Sentence 2 
 
very 
poor 
fairly 
poor 
doubtful fairly 
good 
very 
good 
They asked could they do 
a photo shoot. (acceptability)      
They asked could they do 
a photo shoot. (usability)      
Sentence 3 
 
very 
poor 
fairly 
poor 
doubtful fairly 
good 
very 
good 
Those men use 
bad language, isn't it? (acceptability)      
Those men use  
bad language, isn't it? (usability)      
Sentence 4 
 
very 
poor 
fairly 
poor 
doubtful fairly 
good 
very 
good 
You get the point? 
You liked India? (acceptability)      
 
 
very 
poor 
fairly 
poor 
doubtful fairly 
good 
very 
good 
You guys should know this. (acceptability) 
     
You guys should know this. (usability) 
     
  
Sivu 1 / 7 
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Acceptability and usability 2/4 
Scale 
  
very good 
fairly good 
doubtful 
fairly poor 
very poor 
Sentence 6 
 
very 
poor 
fairly 
poor 
doubtful fairly 
good 
very 
good 
I don’t know  
what youse want to do. (acceptability)      
I don’t know  
what youse want to do. (usability)      
 
Sentence 7 
 
very 
poor 
fairly 
poor 
doubtful fairly 
good 
very 
good 
My brother and me were late. (acceptability) 
     
My brother and me were late. (usability) 
     
 
Sentence 8 
 
very 
poor 
fairly 
poor 
doubtful fairly 
good 
very 
good 
He wonʼt do no harm. (acceptability) 
     
He wonʼt do no harm. (usability) 
     
 
Sentence 9 
 
very 
poor 
very 
good 
doubtful fairly 
good 
very 
good 
She like me. (acceptability) 
     
She like me. (usability) 
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Sentence 10 
 
very 
poor 
fairly 
poor 
doubtful fairly 
good 
very 
good 
If I was you, I wouldn’t do that. (acceptability) 
     
If I was you, I wouldn’t do that. (usability) 
     
  
Sivu 2 / 7 
  
  
  
Acceptability and usability 3/4 
Scale 
  
very good 
fairly good 
doubtful 
fairly poor 
very poor 
 
 
 
 
 
Sentence 11 
 
very 
poor 
fairly 
poor 
doubtful fairly 
good 
very 
good 
Me and my friend 
call each other every day. (acceptability)      
Me and my friend  
call each other every day. (usability)      
      
Sentence 12 
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very 
poor 
fairly 
poor 
doubtful fairly 
good 
very 
good 
That is so much more easier to follow. (acceptability) 
     
That is so much more easier to follow. (usability) 
     
 
Sentence 13 
 
very 
poor 
fairly 
poor 
doubtful fairly 
good 
very 
good 
What you doing? 
What he wants? (acceptability)      
What you doing? 
What he wants?(usability)      
 
Sentence 14 
 
very 
poor 
fairly 
poor 
doubtful fairly 
good 
very 
good 
We were just trying to see  
what did you write on it. (acceptability)      
We were just trying to see 
what did you write on it. (usability)      
 
Sentence 15 
 
very 
poor 
fairly 
poor 
doubtful fairly 
good 
very 
good 
Main reason for their performance…(acceptability) 
     
Main reason for their performance…(usability) 
     
 
 
 
Sentence 16 
 
very 
poor 
fairly 
poor 
doubtful fairly 
good 
very 
good 
Utility is depending on current income. (acceptability) 
     
Utility is depending on current income. (usability) 
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Acceptability and usability 4/4 
Scale 
  
very good 
fairly good 
doubtful 
fairly poor 
very poor 
 
Sentence 17 
 
very 
poor 
fairly 
poor 
doubtful fairly 
good 
very 
good 
They suffered from the hunger.(acceptability) 
     
They suffered from the hunger.(usability) 
     
 
Sentence 18 
 
very 
poor 
fairly 
poor 
doubtful fairly 
good 
very 
good 
She’s at the hospital. (acceptability) 
     
She’s at the hospital. (usability) 
     
 
 
 
 
Sentence 19 
 
very 
poor 
fairly 
poor 
doubtful fairly 
good 
very 
good 
We are knowing each other. (acceptability) 
     
We are knowing each other. (usability) 
     
 
Sentence 20 
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very 
poor 
fairly 
poor 
doubtful fairly 
good 
very 
good 
The study would have been different  
if I would have used a bigger sample. (acceptability)      
The study would have been different  
if I would have used a bigger sample. (usability)      
 
Sentence 21 
 
very 
poor 
fairly 
poor 
doubtful fairly 
good 
very 
good 
I talked to some professors at the University  
and they did some researches. (acceptability)      
I talked to some professors at the University  
and they did some researches. (usability)      
  
Sivu 4 / 7 
  
Open questions 1 and 2 
What are Contact Varieties of English and English as a lingua franca and how does that affect me? 
English is spoken in multiple ways today. Contact Varieties of English have developed   and acquired specific features as 
the language has been influenced by another language/languages.  They have emerged over time due to historical, 
political and social factors, for example due to colonialization and immigration. Many speakers of Contact Varieties of 
English use the language for specific purposes, for example in educational settings, and it may not always be their first 
language. Some examples of Contact Varieties of English are Kenyan English, Singaporean English, and Welsh English. 
English as a Lingua Franca, in turn, generally refers English spoken between people who do not share a common 
language. With regard to English, we are now in a situation where non-native speakers outnumber native speakers. 
When speakers of Contact Varieties of English and/or English as a lingua franca speakers communicate , they may use 
pronunciation, grammar and vocabulary that differs from standard native expressions. However, they usually understand 
each other fairly well. 
  
I would like to know: How do you feel about this development? How does it affect you as an English teacher? Could you 
imagine including these different forms of English into your teaching?  
On what grounds did you judge the acceptability and usability of the sentences?  
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Background 
1. Gender 
Male 
Female 
I don't want to answer 
2. Age  
3. Mother tongue 
Finnish 
Swedish 
*Other 
*If you chose "other", please name your mother tongue  
4. What is your degree? 
Master's degree 
Bachelor's degree 
*Other 
*If you chose "other", please name your degree  
5. I studied English at university as a 
Major 
Minor 
6. How long have you been teaching English? 
Less than 5 years 
5-9 years 
10-20 years 
More than 20 years 
7. At which level have you taught the most? 
Primary school 
Secondary school 
Upper Secondary School 
*Other 
*If you chose "other", please name the level  
8. How long have you stayed in an English-speaking environment? 
Less than 3 months 
3-6 months 
7-11 months 
1-2 years 
*More than 2 years 
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*If you chose "more than 2 years" please tell how long  
9. On which level do you teach English at the moment? (you may choose more than one) 
Primary school 
Secondary school 
Upper secondary school 
*Other 
*If you chose "other", please name the level  
10. In which English-speaking country have you spent most time? 
UK 
US 
Canada 
Australia 
*Other 
*If you chose "other", please name the country/countries  
11. During your stay in an English-speaking environment/environments, were you (you may chose more than one) 
Studying, what 
Working, as 
On a holiday 
Other, what 
*If you chose 1, 2 or 3, please explain briefly  
12. Are you acquainted with non-native varieties of English (eg. in Africa or Asia)? 
*Yes 
No (move on to question 13) 
*If you answered "yes", please name them  
13. What is your familiarity based on?  
14. Are you acquainted with regional dialects of English (eg. in Britain or in the US.) 
Yes 
No (move on to question 16) 
15. What is your familiarity based on?  
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16. In which non-English-speaking country have you stayed the longest and why? Did you speak the local language or 
did you use English?  
17. Which varieties/usages of English did you become familiar with during your English studies? 
Standard native varieties such as Standard American English and Standard British English 
Non-standard native varieties such as regional dialects in native settings (eg. the UK, the USA ) 
Second Language varieties of English such as Indian English or Singaporean English 
English as a lingua franca (English spoken as an additional language between people who do not share a common 
language) 
Thank you for answering my questionnaire! Your contribution is very much appreciated! 
If you would like to be involved in the lottery, please send me an e-mail to elisaki@student.uef.fi. Name your mail as 
"Arvonta 2014" and tell your full name in your message. The lottery will be carried out shortly after the answer time has 
ran out. Good luck! 
Elisa 
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Appendix II 
MORPHOSYNTACTIC 
FEATURE 
EXAMPLE PERCENTAGE 
FOR VALUES 
4 OR 5 
ATTESTATION 
Forms or phrases for the second 
person plural pronoun other than 
you 
You guys should 
know this. 
90.1 91% 
Use of definite article when 
Standard English favours zero 
She’s at the 
hospital. 
73.3 46% 
Was for conditional were If I was you, I 
wouldn´t do that. 
69.8 76% 
Me instead of I in coordinate 
subjects* 
Me and my friend 
call each other 
every day. 
67.1 89% 
No inversion/no auxiliaries in 
main clause yes/no questions 
You get the point? 
You liked India? 
55.0 92% 
*Me instead of I in coordinate 
subjects 
My brother and me 
were late. 
54.4 89% 
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Appendix III 
MORPHOSYNTACTIC 
FEATURE 
EXAMPLE PERCENTAGE 
FOR VALUES 
4 or 5 
ATTESTATION 
Multiple negation / negative 
concord 
He won’t do no 
harm. 
28.9 80% 
Invariant, non-concord tags  
 
You study 
engineering, no? 
28.5 67% 
Use of definite article when Standard 
English favours zero 
They suffered from 
the hunger. 
24.5 46% 
Double comparatives and 
superlatives 
That is so much 
more easier to 
follow. 
21.9 74% 
 Plural formation: Regularization on 
uncountable nouns 
I talked to some 
professors at the 
University and they 
did some researches. 
21.2 54% 
Inversion: Inverted word order in 
indirect  Yes/No –question 
They asked could 
they do a photo 
shoot. 
17.9 61% 
Wider range of uses of progressive be 
+ V-ing than in StE: extension to 
stative verbs** 
Utility is depending 
on current income. 
16.6 63% 
“Would” in if clauses: Third 
conditional 
The study would 
have been different if 
I would have used a 
bigger sample. 
11.3 34% 
Forms or phrases for the second 
person plural pronoun other than 
you 
I don´t know what 
youse want to do. 
7.4 91% 
Inversion:Inverted word order in 
indirect WH-questions 
We were just trying 
to see what did you 
write on it. 
6.0 61% 
Inversion: No inversion/no 
auxiliaries in Wh-questions 
What you doing? 
What he wants? 
4.7 72% 
Use of zero article where StE has 
definite article: 
Main reason for 
their performance… 
4.0 58% 
*Invariant, non-concord tags 
 
Those men use bad 
language, isn't it? 
2.7 67% 
Dropping the third person present 
tense –s 
She like me. 2.0 68% 
**Wider range of uses of progressive 
be + V-ing than in StE: extension to 
stative verbs 
We are knowing 
each other. 
2.7 63% 
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Appendix IV 
MORPHOSYNTACTIC 
FEATURE 
EXAMPLE PERCENTAGE 
VALUE FOR 4 
OR 5 
ATTESTATION 
Forms or phrases for the second 
person plural pronoun other than you 
You guys should know this. 96.6 91% 
Me instead of I in coordinate subjects Me and my friend call each 
other every day. 
91.2 89% 
Was for conditional were If I was you, I wouldn´t do 
that. 
89.9 76% 
Use of definite article when Standard 
English favours zero 
She’s at the hospital. 88.0 46% 
Me instead of I in coordinate subjects My brother and me were late. 84.6 89% 
Was for conditional were You get the point? You liked 
India? 
74.0 92% 
Multiple negation / negative concord He won’ t do no harm. 68.9 80% 
Use of zero article where StE has 
definite article: 
Main reason for their 
performance. 
64.9 58% 
Double comparatives and superlatives That is so much more easier to 
follow. 
62.8 74% 
Invariant, non-concord tags 
 
You  study engineering, no? 58.9 67% 
Use of definite article when Standard 
English favours zero 
They suffered from the hunger. 57.3 46% 
Inversion: Inverted word order in 
indirect  Yes/No –questions 
They asked could they do a 
photo shoot. 
54.0 61% 
Plural formation: Regularization on 
uncountable nouns 
I talked to some professors at 
the University and they did 
some researches. 
51.7 54% 
“Would” in if clauses: Third 
conditional 
The study would have been 
different if I would have used a 
bigger sample. 
50.3 34% 
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Appendix V 
MORPHOSYNTACTIC 
FEATURE 
EXAMPLE PERCENTAGE 
VALUE FOR 4 
OR 5 
ATTESTATION 
Wider range of uses of progressive 
be + V-ing than in StE: extension 
to stative verbs 
Utility is  depending  on current 
income. 
38.7 63% 
Inversion: No inversion/no 
auxiliaries in Wh-questions 
What you doing? What he 
wants? 
31.3 72% 
Inversion: Embedded inversion in 
WH-questions 
We were just trying to see what 
did you write on it. 
29.5 61% 
Dropping the third person present 
tense –s 
She like me. 22.1 68% 
Forms or phrases for the second 
person plural pronoun other than 
you 
I don’t know what youse want 
to do. 
20.9 91% 
Wider range of uses of progressive 
be + V-ing than in StE: extension 
to stative verbs 
We are knowing each other. 14.7 63% 
Invariant, non-concord tags 
 
Those men use bad language, 
isn't it? 
10.1 67% 
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Appendix VI 
 
Variation between acceptability and usability 
1. Example:  There is very highly significant variation between acceptability and usability (2=27.25 
, df=1, p<0.001) 
2. Example:  There is very highly significant variation between acceptability and usability (2=39.62 
, df=1, p<0.001) 
3. Example: There is significant variation between acceptability and usability (2=5.62, df=1, 
p<0.05) 
4. Example: There is highly significant variation between acceptability and usability (2=10.55, 
df=1, p<0.01 
5. Example: There is highly significant variation between acceptability and usability (2=10.55, 
df=1, p<0.001) 
6. Example: There is no significant variation between acceptability and usability (2=0.02, df=1, 
p>0.05 
7. Example: There is very highly significant variation between acceptability and usability (2=29.32 
df=1, p<0.001) 
8. Example: There is very highly significant variation between acceptability and usability (2=45.11, 
df=1, p<0.001) 
9. Example: There is very highly significant variation between acceptability and usability (2=25.63, 
df=1, p<0.001) 
10. Example: There is very highly significant variation between acceptability and usability (2=17.61, 
df=1, p<0.001) 
11. Example: There is very highly significant variation between acceptability and usability (2=20.15, 
df=1, p<0.001) 
12. Example: There is very highly significant variation between acceptability and usability (2=20.15, 
df=1, p>0.05) 
13. Example: There is very highly significant variation between acceptability and usability (2=48.78, 
df=1, p>0.05) 
14. Example: There is very highly significant variation between acceptability and usability (2=25.03, 
df=1, p<0.001) 
15. Example: There is very highly significant variation between acceptability and usability (2=15.56, 
df=1, p<0.001) 
16. Example: There is very highly significant variation between acceptability and usability (2=17.70, 
df=1, p<0.001) 
17. Example: There is very highly significant variation between acceptability and usability (2=31.74, 
df=1, p<0.001) 
18. Example: There is highly significant variation between acceptability and usability (2=7.96, df=1, 
p<0.01) 
19. Example: There is very highly significant variation between acceptability and usability (2=17.86, 
df=1, p<0.001) 
20. Example: There is very highly significant variation between acceptability and usability (2=52.19, 
df=1, p<0.001) 
21. Example: There is very highly significant variation between acceptability and usability (2=29.18, 
df=1, p<0.001) 
 
Age-related results: 
There is very highly significant variation between the two age groups, teachers aged between  24 and  50 
and teacher aged between  51 and  65 (2=11.26, df=1, p<0.001) 
